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FOOD  ADDITIVES — FDA  announces  filing  and  withdrawal 
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MEETINGS— 
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This  list  Includes  only  rules  that  were 
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ASCS — ^Wheat;  marketing  quota  and  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  1974-75 
crop  year . . .  9583;  4-18-73 
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Rules  and  Regulations 


This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGiSTER  contains  regulatory  documents  having  general  applicability  and  legal  effect  most  of  which  are 
keyed  to  and  codified  in  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  which  is  published  under  50  titles  pursuant  to  44  U.S.C.  1510. 

The  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  sold  by  the  Superintendent  of  Documents.  Prices  of  new  books  are  listed  in  the  first  FEDERAL 
REGISTER  issue  of  each  month. 


Title  5 — ^Administrative  Personnel 
CHAPTER  I— CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 
PART  213 — EXCEPTED  SERVICE 
Department  of  Defense 

Section  213.3306  is  amended  to  show 
that  one  position  of  Assistant  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  one  position  of  Principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Interna¬ 
tional  Security  Affairs),  Office  of  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Inter¬ 
national  Security  Affairs  are  no  longer 
^cepted  under  schedule  C. 

"Effective  on  May  18,  1973,  paragraphs 
(a)  (34)  and  (a)(7)  of  $213.3306  are 
revoked. 

(5  n.S.C.  secs.  3301,  3302,  Executive  Order 
10677;  3  CKB  1954-68  Comp.  p.  218.) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  COBIMISSION, 

[seal!  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant 
to  the  Commissioners. 

(PR  Doc.73-9059  Filed  5-17-73;8:46  am] 


PART  213— EXCEPTED  SERVICE 
Department  of  Commerce 

Section  213.3314  is  amended  to  show 
that  one  position  of  Director,  Office  of 
Foreign  Direct  Investments,  Department 
of  Commerce,  is  no  longer  excepted 
imder  schedule  C. 

Effective  on  May  18,  1973,  $  213.3314 
(a)  (14)  is  revoked. 

(5  U.S.C.  secs.  3301,  3302,  Executive  Order 
10577,  3  CPR  1954-68  Ctomp.  p.  218.) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C,  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant 
to  the  Commissioners. 
[PR  Doc .73-9958  PUed  5-17-73:8:45  am) 


PART  771— EMPLOYEE  GRIEVANCES  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  APPEALS 

Conduct  of  Hearings 

Paragraph  (i)  of  $  771.210  is  changed 
to  exclude  the  provision  for  an  open 
hearing  from  application  under  the 
agency  grievance  system. 

Effective  May  18,  1973,  tmragraph  (i) 
of  $  771.210  is  amended  as  set  forth 
below. 

§771,210  Conduct  of  hearing. 

•  «  •  •  « 

(i)  When  requested  by  the  appellant 
and  the  agency  does  not  object,  the  ap¬ 
peals  examiner  shstU  hold  a  public  hear¬ 
ing.  When  the  agency  objects,  the  exam¬ 
iner  may  deny  the  appellant’s  request 


only  when  he  determines  this  action  to 
be  in  the  best  public  interest.  The  exam¬ 
iner,  in  his  discretion,  may  dose  one  or 
more  sessions  of  a  public  hearing,  when 
he  determines  that  this  action  is  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  appellant,  a  witness, 
or  the  <3overnment.  The  reasons  for  the 
examiner’s  decisions  to  deny  a  request 
for  a  public  hearing  or  to  close  one  or 
more  sessions  of  a  public  hearing  shall 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  This  para¬ 
graph  does  not  apply  to  hearings  held 
imder  $  771.310  of  the  regulations. 

(5  U.S.C.  secs.  1302,  3301,  3302;  Executive 
Order  10677,  3  CPR  1964-58  CJomp.,  p.  218: 
Executive  Order  10987,  3  CPR  1959-63  Comp, 
p.  519.) 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant 
to  the  Commissioners. 

(PR  Doc.73-9957  Piled  5-17-73:8:46  am) 


Title  7 — Agriculture 

CHAPTER  VIII— AGRICULTURAL  STABILI¬ 
ZATION  AND  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

(SUGAR),  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE 

SUBCHAPTER  H— DETERMINATION  OF  WAGE 
RATES 

(Docket  No.  SH-295;  Arndt.  2] 

PART  864 — SUGARCANE;  LOUISIANA 
Fair  and  Reasonable  Wage  Rates 

The  Sugar  Act  requires  sugarcane  pro¬ 
ducers,  as  one  of  the  conditions  with 
which  they  must  comply  to  be  eligible 
for  (jovemment  payments  under  the  act, 
to  pay  all  workers  employed  in  the  pro¬ 
duction,  cultivation,  and  harvesting  of 
sugarcane  in  full  at  not  less  than  mini¬ 
mum  wage  rates  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  be  fair  and 
reasonable. 

On  December  28,  1971,  the  original 
1971  determination  of  wages  for  Louisi¬ 
ana  sugarcane  workers  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register.  That  determina¬ 
tion  Increased  the  minimum  wage  rates 
by  10  cents  per  hour,  effective  Janu¬ 
ary  10, 1972,  for  all  classes  of  workers. 

A  suit  was  brought  against  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  by  Huey  Freeman,  a 
sugarcane  worker  of  Napoleon ville.  La., 
and  others  In  the  U.S.  District  Court  for 
the  District  of  Columbia  on  July  25,  1972 
(Huey  Freeman  et  ai.  v.  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  et  al..  civil  action  No. 
1490-72) .  The  suit  was  brought  as  a  class 
action  to  attack  the  validity  of  the  1971 
Louisiana  wage  determination.  Plain¬ 
tiffs  claimed  that  in  failing  to  make  the 
Increased  wage  rates  retroactive  to  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1971  (the  beginning  of  the  1971 


harvest)  and  in  relying  upon  and  apply¬ 
ing  the  restrictions  upon  wage  and  sal¬ 
ary  increases  imposed  by  the  Economic 
Stabilization  Act  of  1970  the  Secretary 
acted  in  violation  of  the  Sugar  Act  of 
1948  and  the  regulations  promulgated  in 
implementation  thereof,  in  excess  of  his 
authority  thereunder,  and  without  legal 
authority. 

On  October  27,  1972,  the  district  court 
issued  an  order  granting  the  plaintiffs’ 
motion  for  preliminary  injunction.  The 
order  required  the  Department  to  issue 
an  amended  1971  Louisiana  wage  deter¬ 
mination  based  solely  upon  consideration 
of  appropriate  factors  prescribed  by  the 
Sugar  Act,  and  applicable  to  all  work 
performed  after  October  1,  1971  in  the 
harvest  of  the  1971  Louisiana  sugarcane 
crop  and  the  planting  and  cultivation  of 
the  1972  Louisiana  sugarcane  crop. 

In  compliance  with  the  court’s  tem¬ 
porary  order  of  October  27,  1972,  an 
amended  1971  determination  of  wages 
for  Louisiana  sugarcane  workers  was 
Issued  by  the  Department  on  Novem¬ 
ber  27,  1972,  and  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  November  30,  1972 
(37  FR  25322).  Unless  the  aforesaid 
order  of  the  district  court  was  overturned 
on  appeal  thereof,  the  redetermined 
wage  rates  contained  in  the  amended 
determination  were  to  apply  to  all  labor 
performed  on  or  after  October  1,  1971. 

On  April  30,  1973,  the  district  court 
Issued  the  final  memorandum  opinion 
and  order  in  the  Freeman  case.  The  court 
declared  that  the  Department  acted  in 
violation  of  the  Sugar  Act  and  of  the 
court’s  order  of  October  27,  1972,  in  issu¬ 
ing  the  amended  1971  determination  by 
failing  to  apply  minimum  harvest  labor 
wage  rates  not  less  than  those  previously 
set  forth  in  the  original  1971  determina¬ 
tion  to  all  harvest  work  performed  on  or 
after  October  1,  1971.  The  court  also  de¬ 
clared  that  the  Department  acted  con¬ 
trary  to  the  court’s  prior  order  in  Issuing 
the  amended  determination  by  consider¬ 
ing  facts  and  circumstances  occurring 
after  the  beginning  of  the  1971  harvest 
season. 

The  permanent  injunction  orders  the 
Department  to  comply  with  several  re¬ 
quirements,  Including  the  following: 

(1)  To  publish,  within  15  days  after  the 
date  of  this  order,  an  amended  1971  Louisi¬ 
ana  wage  determination  applying  fair  and 
reasonable  wage  rates  (i)  not  less  than  those 
previously  prescribed  for  the  same  labor  in 
the  Louisiana  wage  determination  published 
on  December  28,  1971,  and  (U)  based  solely 
upon  the  appropriate  statutory  considera¬ 
tions  under  the  Sugar  Act  •  •  •  to  all  labor 
performed  on  or  after  October  1,  1971,  in 
the  harvest  of  the  1971  Louisiana  sugar¬ 
cane  crop  or  the  planting,  production,  and 
cultivation  of  the  1972  Louisiana  sugarcane 
crop; 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  38,  NO.  96— FRIDAY,  MAY  18,  1973 


i:«)W 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


(2)  To  base  the  new  wage  determina¬ 
tion  •  •  •  solely  on  facts  and  circumstancea 
existing  at  or  prior  to  October  1,  1871,  nnd 
solely  on  evidence  brought  forth  during  the 
public  bearing  held  In  Houma,  La.,  on 
July  9,  1971,  and/or  on  the  considerations 
set  forth  in  the  wage  determination  of  De¬ 
cember  28, 1971  *  *  •. 

Therefore,  in  compliance  with  the 
April  30,  1973  order  of  the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  psu^ 
864  of  title  7  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Reg¬ 
ulations,  published  December  28,  1971 
(36  PR  24983),  is  amended  by  revisii« 
paragraph  (a)  of  5  864.23  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  864.23  Requirements. 

A  producer  of  sugarcane  in  Louisiana 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  complied  with 
the  wage  provisions  of  the  act  if  all  per¬ 
sons  employed  on  the  farm  in  produc¬ 
tion,  cultivation,  or  harvesting  work,  as 
provided  in  section  864.24,  shall  have 
proiided  in  |  864.24,  shall  have  been  paid 
in  accordance  with  the  following: 

(a)  Wage  rates. — All  such  persons 
shall  have  been  paid  in  full  for  all  such 
work  and  shall  have  been  paid  wages  in 
cash  therefor  at  rates  required  by  exist¬ 
ing  legal  obligations,  regardless  of 
whether  those  obligations  resulted  from 
an  agreement  (such  as  a  labor  union 
agreement)  or  were  created  by  State  or 
Federal  legislative  action,  or  at  rates  as 
agreed  upon  between  the  producer  and 
worker,  whichever  is  higher,  but  not  less 
than  the  following: 

(1)  Work  performed  on  a  time  basis. — 
Effective  October  1,  1971,  and  remaining 
in  effect  through  October  22, 1972: ' 

Class  of  worker: 

Harvest  work:  Rate  per  hour 


Harvester  and  loader  operators.  $1.75 
Tractor  drivers,  truck  drivers, 
harvester  bottom  blade  oper¬ 
ators,  and  hoist  operators _  1.70 

All  other  harvesting  workers _  1.  60 

Production  and  cultivation  work: 

Tractor  drivers _  1. 65 

All  other  production  and  cultiva¬ 
tion  workers _  1.  60 

*  •  •  *  • 


(Secs.  301,  403,  61  Stat.  929,  as  amended, 
932;  7U£.C.  1131,  1153.) 

Statement  of  Bases  and  Considerations 

The  redetermined  wage  rates  con¬ 
tained  herein  are  issued  in  compliance 
with  the  April  30,  1973,  order  of  the  U.S. 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  in  the  case  of  Huey  Freeman  et  aU 
V.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  et  al., 
civil  action  No.  1490-72,  and  shall  apply 
retroactively  to  all  labor  performed  on 
or  after  October  1,  1971,  in  the  harvest 
of  the  1971  Louisiana  sugarcane  crop 
and  the  planting  and  cultivation  of  the 
1972  sugarcane  crop  unless  the  aforesaid 
order  of  the  district  court  is  overturned 
on  appeal  thereof. 

Section  301(c)(1)  of  the  Sugar  Act  re¬ 
quires  producers  to  pay  w’ages  at  rates 
not  less  than  those  determined  by  the 
Secretary'  to  be  fair  and  reasonable.  In 
making  such  determinations,  the  Secre¬ 
tary’  is  directed  to  take  into  consideration 


*  New  rates  for  the  harvest  of  the  1972  crop 
became  effective  Oct.  23,  1972  (37  FR  21795). 


the  standards  therefor  formerly  estab¬ 
lished  by  him  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act,  as  amended  (i.e.,  cost  of 
living,  prices  of  sugar  and  byproducts,  in¬ 
come  from  sugarcane,  and  cost  of  pro¬ 
duction).  and  the  differences  in  condi¬ 
tions  amcmg  the  various  sugar  producing 
areas. 

In  accordance  with  the  court’s  order, 
the  Department  has  again  redetermined 
the  wage  requirements  applicable  to  the 
harvest  of  the  1971  Louisiana  sugarcane 
crop  and  the  planting  and  cultivation  of 
the  1972  crop. 

Consideration  has  been  given  to  the 
returns,  costs,  and  profits  of  producing 
sugarcane  obtained  by  field  survey  for 
the  1967  crop  and  recast  during  S^tem- 
ber  1971  (prior  to  September  16,  the  date 
a  hurricane  struck  the  Louisiana  sugar¬ 
cane  belt)  in  terms  of  price  and  produc¬ 
tion  conditions  expect^  at  that  time  to 
prevail  for  the  1971  crop. 

Louisiana  producers  were  expected  to 
produce  about  729,000  tons  of  sugar  from 
the  1971  (U’(9  of  sugarcane  and  to  realise 
a  net  profit  after  income  taxes,  but  before 
any  consideration  for  a  return  on  capital 
investment,  averaging  $14.70  per  ton  of 
sugar.  After  the  inclusion  in  total  pro¬ 
duction  costs  of  a  modest  return  of  5  per¬ 
cent  on  capital  investment,  the  producers 
were  expected  to  realize  an  average  net 
profit  of  $9.76  per  ton  of  sugar. 

Based  strictly  on  the  analysis  and  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  above  data,  along  with 
the  fact  that  Louisiana  producers’  profits 
had  been  severely  limited  in  years  im¬ 
mediately  prior  to  1971  because  of  late- 
season  production  hazards,  the  10-cent 
Increase  in  minimum  wage  rates  estab¬ 
lished  In  this  amended  1971  determina¬ 
tion  to  become  effective  October  1,  1971, 
and  to  remain  in  effect  through  Octo¬ 
ber  22,  1972,  is  the  maximum  that 
Louisiana  producers  should  be  required 
to  pay. 

Accordingly,  I  hereby  find  and  con¬ 
clude  that  the  foregoing  amendment  will 
effectuate  the  court’s  order  of  April  30, 
1973. 

Effective  date. — This  amendment  shall 
become  effective  on  the  date  of  filing  with 
the  Director,  Office  of  the  Federal  Regis¬ 
ter. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  May  15, 
1973, 

Kenneth  E.  Frick, 
Administrator,  Agricultural, 
Stabilization  and 
Conservation  Service. 

[FR  Doc .73-9969  Piled  5-16-73:4:21  pm] 


CHAPTER  IX— AGRICULTURAL  MARKET¬ 
ING  SERVICE  (MARKETING  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  AND  ORDERS;  FRUITS.  VEGE¬ 
TABLES.  NUTS),  DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE 

[Lemon  Reg.  586] 

PART  910 — LEMONS  GROWN  IN 
CALIFORNIA  AND  ARIZONA 

Limitation  of  Handling 
This  regulation  fixes  the  quantity  of 
Califomia-Arizona  lemons  that  may  be 
shipped  to  fresh  market  during  the  week¬ 


ly  regulation  period  May  20-26,  1973.  It 
is  issued  pursuant  to  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended,  and  Marketing  Order  No.  910. 
The  quantity  oi  lemons  so  fixed  was  ar¬ 
rived  at  after  consideration  of  the  total 
available  supply  of  lemons,  the  quantity 
of  lemons  currently  available  for  market, 
the  fresh  market  demand  for  lemons, 
lemon  prices,  and  the  relationship  of 
season  average  returns  to  the  parity 
price  for  lemons. 

g  910.886  Lemon  regulation  586. 

(a)  Findings. — (1)  Pursuant  to  the 
marketing  agreem^t,  as  amended,  and 
order  No.  910,  as  amended  (7  CFR  pt. 
910),  regulating  the  handling  of  lemons 
grown  in  Ctdifomia  and  Arizona,  effec¬ 
tive  under  the  applicable  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601- 
674),  and  upon  the  basis  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  and  information  submitted 
by  the  Lemon  Administrative  Ccanmittee, 
established  under  the  said  amended 
marketing  agreement  and  order,  and 
upon  other  available  information,  it  is 
hereby  found  that  the  limitation  of 
handling  of  such  lemons,  as  hereinafter 
provided,  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  the  act. 

(2)  The  need  for  this  regulation  to 
limit  the  quantity  of  lemons  that  may  be 
marketed  during  the  ensuing  week  stems 
from  the  production  and  marketing  situ¬ 
ation  confronting  the  lemon  industry. 

(i)  The  committee  has  submitted  its 
recommendation  with  respect  to  the 
quantity  of  lemons  it  deems  advisable  to 
be  handled  during  the  ensuing  week. 
Such  recommendation  resulted  from  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  factors  enumerated  in 
the  order.  The  committee  further  reports 
the  demand  for  lemons  is  relatively  un¬ 
changed,  with  near  winter  temperatures 
predicted  in  many  parts  of  the  country 
for  the  next  4  days.  Supplies  in  auc¬ 
tion  markets  are  heavy  and  are  predicted 
as  adequate  for  both  this  week  and  next. 
Average  f.o.b.  price  was  $4.96  per  carton 
the  week  ended  May  12,  1973,  compared 
to  $4.84  per  carUm  the  previous  week. 
Track  and  rolling  supplies  at  176  cars 
were  up  30  cars  from  last  week. 

(ii)  Having  considered  the  recom¬ 
mendation  and  information  submitted  by 
the  committee,  and  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Secretary  finds  that  the 
quantity  of  lemons  which  may  be  han¬ 
dled  should  be  fixed  as  hereinafter  set 
forth. 

(3)  It  is  hereby  further  found  that  it 
is  impracticable  and  contrary  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  to  give  preliminary  notice, 
engage  in  public  rulemaking  procedure, 
and  postpone  the  effective  date  of  this 
section  until  30  days  after  publication 
hereof  in  the  Federal  Register  (5  U.S.C. 
553)  because  the  time  intervening  be¬ 
tween  the  date  when  information  upon 
which  this  section  is  based  became  avail¬ 
able  and  the  time  when  this  section  must 
become  effective  in  order  to  effectuate  the 
declared  policy  of  the  act  is  insufficient, 
and  a  reasonable  time  is  permitted, 
under  the  circumstances,  for  prepara¬ 
tion  for  such  effective  time;  and  good 
cause  exists  for  making  the  provisions 
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hereof  effective  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 
The  committee  held  an  open  meeting 
during  the  ciurent  week,  after  giving 
due  notice  thereof,  to  consider  supply 
and  market  conditions  for  lemons  and 
the  need  for  regulation;  interested  per¬ 
sons  were  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
submit  information  and  views  at  this 
meeting;  the  recommendation  for  regu¬ 
lation  together  with  its  supporting  infor¬ 
mation  has  been  submitted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  however,  the  Secretary  had  modi¬ 
fied  the  recommendation  to  provide  for 
the  shipment  of  a  greater  quantity  of 
lemons,  retaining  the  same  effective  date, 
and  such  Information  is  being  dissemi¬ 
nated  among  handlers  of  such  lemons; 
it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  effectuate  the 
declared  policy  of  the  act,  to  make  this 
section  effective  during  the  period  herein 
specified;  and  compliance  with  this  sec¬ 
tion  will  not  require  any  special  prepara¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  persons  subject  hereto 
which  cannot  be  completed  on  or  before 
the  effective  date  hereof.  Such  committee 
meeting  was  held  on  May  15. 1973. 

(b)  Order. — (1)  The  quantity  of  lem¬ 
ons  grown  in  California  and  Arizona 
which  may  be  handled  during  the  period 
May  20.  1973,  through  May  26.  1973,  is 
hereby  fixed  at  275,000  cartons. 

(2)  As  used  in  this  section,  “han¬ 
dled,”  and  “carton(s)”  have  the  same 
meaning  as  when  used  in  the  said 
amended  marketing  agreement  and 
order. 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-674.) 

Dated  May  16,  1973. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Division,  Agricul¬ 
tural,  Marketing  Service. 
fPR  Doc.73-10103  Plied  5-17-73;  11 :28  am] 


[Nectarine  Reg.  2,  Arndt.  1] 

PART  916— NECTARINES  GROWN  IN 
CALIFORNIA 

Limitation  of  Shipments 

This  amendment  to  Nectarine  Regula¬ 
tion  2  requires  that  all  loose-fill  or  loose- 
pack  California  nectarine  containers  or 
packages  contain  at  least  26  pounds  of 
nectarines. 

Findings. — (1)  Pursuant  to  the 
amended  marketing  agreement  and  or¬ 
der  No.  916  (7  CFR  pt.  916),  regulating 
the  handling  of  nectarines  grown  in  the 
State  of  California,  effective  under  the 
^plicable  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  601-674),  and  upon 
the  basis  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Nectarine  Administrative  Committee, 
established  under  the  aforesaid  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order,  and  upon  other 
available  information,  it  is  hereby  found 
that  the  minimum  fill  required  for  alT 
loose-fill  or  loose-pack  nectarine  con¬ 
tainers,  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  and  in 
the  manner  herein  provided,  will  tend 
to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the 
act  in  that  it  will  facilitate  more  efficient 
handling  of  nectarines  and  contribute  to 


more  effective  operations  under  said 
marketing  agreement  and  order. 

(2)  The  recommendation  by  the 
Nectarine  Administrative  Committee  re¬ 
flect  reports  from  the  industry  that  con¬ 
tainers  and  packages  of  loose-fill  or 
loose-pack  nectarines  have  been  shipped 
which  contain  less  than  the  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  26  pounds  of  nectarines.  Such 
containers  are  expected  to  contain  from 
26  to  28  poimds  of  nectarines.  Such  short- 
weighted  containers  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  marketing  and  acceptance 
of  this  style  pack  of  nectarines  and  ship¬ 
ments  of  such  nectarines  are  expected  to 
begin  on  or  about  May  18,  1973.  The 
amendment  provided  herein  will  prevent 
the  handling,  from  May  18, 1973,  through 
June  17,  1973,  of  any  loose-fill  or  loose- 
pack  nectarine  containers  or  packages 
which  contain  less  than  26  pounds  of 
nectarines. 

(3)  It  is  hereby  further  foimd  that  it 
is  Impracticable,  unnecessary,  and  con¬ 
trary  to  the  public  interest  to  give  pre¬ 
liminary  notice,  engage  in  public  rule- 
making  procedure,  and  postpone  the 
effective  date  of  this  amendment  until 
30  days  after  publication  thereof  in  the 
Federal  Register  (5  U.S.C.  553)  in  that, 
as  hereinafter  set  forth,  the  time  inter¬ 
vening  between  the  date  when  informa¬ 
tion  upon  which  this  amendment  is  based 
became  available  and  the  time  when  this 
regulation  must  become  effective  in  order 
to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the 
act  is  insufficient;  a  reasonable  time  is 
permitted,  under  the  circumstances,  for 
preparation  for  such  effective  time;  and 
good  cause  exists  for  making  the  pro¬ 
visions  hereof  effective  not  later  than  the 
date  hereinafter  specified.  An  open  meet¬ 
ing  was  held  by  the  Nectarine  Adminis¬ 
trative  Committee,  after  giving  due  no¬ 
tice  thereof,  to  consider  the  need  for  and 
extent  of  container  and  pack  regulations 
pertaining  to  short-weighted,  loose-fill 
or  loose-pack  containers  and  packages 
of  nectarines;  interested  persons  were 
afforded  an  opportimity  to  submit  in¬ 
formation  and  views  at  this  meeting;  the 
recommendation  and  supporting  in¬ 
formation  were  promptly  submitted  to 
the  Department  after  such  meeting  was 
held. 

Shipments  of  the  current  crop  of  such 
nectarines  are  expected  to  begin  on  or 
about  the  effective  date  of  this  regula¬ 
tion;  this  regulation  should  be  applicable 
to  all  such  shipments  in  order  to  effectu¬ 
ate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act;  the 
regulatory  provisions  of  this  amendment 
are  identical  with  the  aforesaid  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  committee,  information 
concerning  such  provisions  and  effective 
time  has  been  disseminated  among 
handlers  of  such  nectarines;  and  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  this  regula¬ 
tion  will  not  require  of  handlers  any 
preparation  therefor  which  cannot  be 
completed  by  the  effective  time  hereof. 
Such  committee  meeting  was  held  on 
April  24.  1973. 

Order. — A  new  subparagraph  (4)  Is 
added  to  paragraph  (a)  of  §  916.341 
Nectarine  Regulation  2,  reading  as 
follows: 


§  916.341  Nectarine  Regulation  2. 

(a)  •  •  • 

(4)  During  the  period  May  18.  1973, 
through  June  17, 1973,  each  container  or 
package  of  loose-fill  or  loose-pack 
nectarines  (not  packed  in  rows)  shall 
contain  a  net  weight  of  not  less  than  26 
pounds  of  nectarines. 

W  •  •  •  • 

Dated  May  14, 1973. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Division  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Service. 

[FR  Doc.73-9914  Plied  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


[Peach  Regulation  1] 

PART  918— FRESH  PEACHES  GROWN  IN 
GEORGIA  . 

Grade  and  Size  Regulations 

Imposes  the  following  grade  and  size 
requirements  for  all  shipments  of  fresh 
Georgia  peaches,  except  for  bulk  ship¬ 
ments  to  the  States  bordering  Georgia. 
Minimum  grade:  85  percent  UJS.  No.  1 
quality,  from  May  21  through  August  31, 
1973.  Minimum  size:  1%  inches  from 
May  21,  through  May  31,  1973,  and  V/b 
inches  from  June  1,  through  August  31, 
1973. 

On  May  8,  1973,  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  was  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  (38  FR  11470)  regarding 
a  proposed  regulation  to  be  made  effec¬ 
tive  pursuant  to  the  marketing  agree¬ 
ment,  as  amended,  and  order  No.  918,  as 
amended  (7  (JFR  pt.  918;  37  PR  17818), 
regulating  the  handling  of  fresh  peaches 
grown  in  the  State  of  Georgia.  This 
notice  allowed  interested  persons  3  days 
during  which  they  could  submit  written 
data,  views,  or  arguments  pertaining  to 
this  proposed  regulation.  None  were 
submitted.  This  program  is  effective 
under  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agree¬ 
ment  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
601-674) . 

This  action  reflects  the  department’s 
appraisal  of  the  need  for  regulation,  and 
of  the  crop  and  current  and  prospective 
market  conditions. 

Peach  shipments  from  Georgia  are 
expected  to  begin  on  or  about  May  21, 
1973.  The  grade  and  size  requirements 
provided  herein  are  designed  to  prevent 
the  handling,  on  and  after  May  21,  1973, 
of  any  peaches,  except  peaches  in  bulk 
to  destinations  in  adjacent  markets, 
which  do  not  comply  with  such  require¬ 
ments,  so  as  to  provide  consumers  with 
good  quality  fruit,  consistent  with  the 
overall  quality  of  the  crop,  while  provide 
ing  producers  a  fair  return  pursuant  to 
the  declared  policy  of  the  act.  The 
smaller  minimum  size  requirement  for 
the  first  11  days  of  the  season  reflects 
the  fact  that  the  earlier  matiuing  varie¬ 
ties  are,  on  an  average,  smaller  than  the 
later  maturing  varieties.  The  exception 
with  respect  to  peaches  in  bulk  shipped 
to  destinations  in  adjacent  markets  fol¬ 
lows  the  custom  and  pattern  of  prior 
years  and  is  designed  to  provide  those 
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markets  with  peaches  of  lower  grade, 
size,  and  quality  without  requiring  in¬ 
spection  thereof,  except  for  peaches  in 
new  containers,  as  contemplated  by  the 
provisions  of  said  marketing  agreement 
and  order  which  provide  for  such  excep¬ 
tions. 

After  consideration  of  all  relevant 
matters  presented,  including  the  pro¬ 
posal  set  forth  in  the  aforesaid  notice, 
the  recommendation  and  information 
submitted  by  the  industry  committee, 
and  other  available  information.  It  is 
hereby  found  and  determined  that  the 
regulation  as  hereinafter  set  forth,  is  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
said  amended  marketing  agreement  and 
order  and  will  tend  to  effectuate  the  de¬ 
clared  policy  of  the  act. 

It  is  hereby  further  found  that  good 
cause  exists  for  not  postponing  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  regulation  until  30 
days  after  publicatirai  in  the  Federal 
Register  (5  U.S.C.  553)  in  that:  (1)  no¬ 
tice  of  proposed  rulemaking  concerning 
this  regulation,  with  an  effective  date  as 
hereinafter  specified,  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  (38  FR  11470) ,  and 
no  objection  to  this  regulation  or  such 
effective  date  was  received:  (2)  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  regulation  wdll  not  require 
any  special  preparation  on  the  part  of 
the  persons  subject  thereto  which  can¬ 
not  be  completed  by  the  effective  time 
hereof;  and  (3)  shipments  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  crc^  of  such  iieaches  are  expected 
to  begin  on  or  about  the  effective  date 
hereof  and  this  regulation  should  be  ap- 
pUcable,  insofar  as  practicable,  to  all 
shipments  of  such  peaches  in  order  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  the  declared  policy  of  the  act. 

§  918.315  Peach  Regulation  1. 

Order. — (a)  No  handler  shall  ship,  ex¬ 
cept  peaches  in  bulk  to  destinations  in 
the  adjacent  markets,  any  peaches 
W’hich: 

(1)  During  the  period  May  21, 
through  August  31,  1973,  do  not  grade 
at  least  85  percent  U.S.  No.  1  quality: 
Provided,  That  peaches  with  well  healed 
hail  marks  or  split  pits  not  scored  as 
serious  damage,  or  peaches  with  not 
more  than  1  p>ercent  decay,  may  be 
shipped  if  they  otherwise  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  paragraph  (a)(1)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  During  the  period  May  21,  through 
May  31,  1973,  are  smaller  than  1% 
inches  in  diameter,  except  that  not  more 
than  10  percent,  by  coimt,  of  such  peach¬ 
es  in  any  bulk  lot  or  any  lot  of  packages, 
and  not  more  than  15  percent,  by  count, 
of  such  peaches  in  any  container  in  such 
lot,  may  be  smaller  than  1%  inches  in 
diameter. 

(3)  During  the  period  June  1,  through 
August  31,  1973,  are  smaller  than  1% 
inches  in  diameter,  except  that  not  more 
than  10  percent,  by  coimt,  of  such 
peaches  m  any  bulk  lot  or  any  lot  of 
packages,  and  not  more  than  15  percent, 
by  count,  of  such  peaches  in  any  con¬ 
tainer  in  such  lot,  may  be  smaller  than 
ITs  inches  in  diameter. 

(b)  The  inspection  requirement  con¬ 
tained  in  §  918.64  of  this  part  shall  not 
be  applicable  to  any  shipment  of  p>eaches 
in  bulk  to  destinations  in  the  adjacent 


markets,  except  for  peaches  in  new  con¬ 
tainers,  during  the  period  specified  in 
paragraph  (a)  (1)  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  maturity  regulations  con¬ 
tained  in  §  918.400  of  this  part  are  here¬ 
by  suspended  with  respect  to  shipments 
of  peaches  to  destinations  other  than  in 
the  adjacent  markets  during  the  period 
specified  in  paragraph  (a)(1)  of  this 
section. 

(d)  When  used  herein,  the  terms 
“handler,”  “adjacent  markets,” 
“peaches,”  “peaches  in  bulk,”  and  “ship” 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  when 
used  in  the  aforesaid  amended  marketing 
agreement  and  order,  and  the  terms 
“U.S.  No.  1”  and  “diameter”  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  when  used  in  the 
revised  United  States  Standards  for 
Peaches  (7  CFR  51.1210-51.1223) . 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stst.  31,  as  amended;  7  UJS.C. 
601-674.) 

Dated  May  14, 1973. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Division  Agricul¬ 
tural  Markting  Service. 

(FR  Doc.73-9908  FUed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


PART  989 — RAISINS  PRODUCED  FROM 
GRAPES  GROWN  IN  CALIFORNIA 

Exemption  of  Certain  Raisins  From 
Regulation 

Notice  was  published  in  the  April  24, 
1973,  issue  of  the  Federal  Register  (38 
FR  10109),  regrarding  a  proposal  to 
amend  Subprart — Administrative  Rules 
and  Regulatimis  (7  CFR  989.101-989.176; 
37  FR  7148,  38  FR  10074)  to  establish 
rules  and  procedures  to:  Exempt  raisins 
in  experimental  and  specialty  packs  from 
one  or  more  of  the  requirements  of  the 
minimum  grade  standards,  together  with 
inspection  and  certification  require¬ 
ments,  as  applicable;  prescribe  reporting 
raquirements  on  such  experimental  and 
speciality  pac^  of  raisins;  and  exempt 
from  all  order  requirements  raisins  pro¬ 
duced  from  grapes  dried  on  the  vine  in 
Southern  California  which  are  disposed 
of  for  distillation,  livestock  feed,  or  by 
expKirt  in  natural  condition  to  Mexico, 

The  subpart  is  operative  pursuant  to 
the  marketing  agreement,  as  amended, 
and  order  No.  989,  as  amended  (7  CFR 
part  989;  37  CFR  19621,  20022),  herein¬ 
after  referred  to  collectively  as  the  order, 
regulating  the  handling  of  raisins  pro¬ 
duced  from  grapes  growm  in  California. 
The  order  is  effective  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  1937, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  601-674) . 

The  notice  afforded  interested  persons 
an  opportunity  to  submit  written  data, 
views,  or  arguments  on  the  proposal. 
None  were  received. 

Para^aph  (g)  of  §  989.59  provides  for 
exemption  of  experimental  and  specialty 
packs  of  raisins  from  one  or  more  of  the 
requirements  of  the  minimum  grade 
standards  for  packed  raisins,  and  the  in- 
SF>ection  and  certification  requirements, 
as  applicable.  Such  exemption  would  af¬ 
ford  raisin  handlers  maximum  fiexibillty 
in  seeking  new  processing  methods  and 
new  outlets  for  raisins. 


Experimental  packs  of  raisins  include, 
but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to,  pack¬ 
ages  developed  to  make  determinations 
on  feasibility  of  pack,  consumer  accept¬ 
ance,  storage  characteristics,  and  shelf 
life. 

Specialty  packs  include  both  specialty 
processing  and  specialty  packing.  Spe¬ 
cialty  processing  includes,  but  is  not  nec¬ 
essarily  limited  to,  oil  dressings  or  other 
techniques  in  processing,  including  mois¬ 
ture.  Specialty  packs  means  unusual 
types  of  containers.  The  rules  and  pro¬ 
cedures  governing  such  exemptions  would 
be  set  forth  in  the  Subpart — Adminis¬ 
trative  Rules  and  Regulations  by  revis¬ 
ing  §  989.159(f) . 

Pursuant  to  5  989.73(c),  the  Commit¬ 
tee  would  require  handlers  to  file  reports 
on  shipments  of  raisins  pursuant  to  the 
exemption.  Such  reporting  requirements 
would  be  set  forth  in  §  989.173(e)  and 
would  require  a  handler  to  submit  reports 
on  shipments  made  pursuant  to  such  ex¬ 
emption  promptly  after  the  end  of  the 
crop  year  or  after  completion  by  him  of 
all  shipments  of  such  exempted  raisins, 
whichever  is  earlier. 

Section  989.60  of  the  order  provides 
that  the  Committee  may  establish  such 
rules  and  procedures  as  may  be  necessary 
to  exempt  from  any  or  all  regulation 
raisins  produced  in  Southern  California 
(i.e.,  the  counties  of  Riverside,  Imperial, 
San  Bernardino,  Ventura,  Orange,  Los 
Angeles,  *ind  San  Diego)  and  disposed  of 
for  distillation,  llkestock  feed,  or  by  ex¬ 
port  in  natural  condition  to  Mexico,  The 
recommended  decision  in  connection  with 
the  recent  amendment  of  the  order  in¬ 
dicated  that  raisins  produced  from  grapes 
which  remain  on  the  vines  after  the  fresh 
table  grape  harvesting  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  and  dry  into  raisins  on  the  vine 
should  be  so  exempted.  The  Committee 
determined  that  it  is  not  essential,  at 
this  time,  to  regulate  such  raisins  and 
exemption  of  them  for  disposition  into 
such  outlets  would  not  now  Interfere 
with  order  regulation. 

After  consideration  of  all  relevant 
matter  presented,  including  that  in  the 
notice,  the  information  and  recommen¬ 
dation  of  the  Raisin  Administrative 
Committee,  and  other  available  Infor¬ 
mation,  the  amendment  of  Subpart — 
Administrative  Rules  and  Regulations  (7 
CFR  989.101-989.176;  37  FR  7148,  38  FR 
10074)  as  hereinafter  set  forth  is  ap¬ 
proved  and  said  subpart  is  amended  as 
follows: 

1.  Section  989.159(f)  is  revised  to  read: 

§  989.159  Regulation  of  the  handling 
of  raisins  subsequent  to  their  acqui¬ 
sition 

•  •  •  •  • 

(f)  Exemption  of  experimental  and 
specialty  packs. — (1)  Shipment  under 
exemption. — Upon  obtaining  approval  of 
the  Committee  as  provided  in  tiiis  para¬ 
graph,  any  handler  may  ship  or  dispose 
of  raisins  in  experimental  or  specialty 
packs  without  regard  to  one  or  more  of 
the  requirements  of  the  minimum  grade 
standards  for  packed  raisins  and  inspec¬ 
tion  and  certification  requirements,  pre¬ 
scribed  pursuant  to  §  989.59.  For  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  exemption,  experimental  and 
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specialty  packs  means  raisins  processed 
using  methods,  materials,  or  techniques 
that  are  not  normally  employed  in  pack¬ 
ing  raisins. 

(2)  Application  for  exemption. — Each 
application  for  exemption  shall  be  filed 
with  the  Committee  in  triplicate.  The 
application  shall  at  least  contain  infor¬ 
mation  as  to:  (i)  The  name  and  address 
of  the  handler;  (ii)  the  estimated  quan¬ 
tity  of  each  varietal  type  of  raisins  for 
which  the  exemption  is  requested:  (iii) 
the  specific  requirements  in  the  mini¬ 
mum  grade  standards  from  which  ex¬ 
emption  is  requested:  (iv)  the  special 
processing  involved:  (v)  the  net  weight 
of  each  tjqje  of  container;  (vi)  whether 
disposition  will  be  made  direct  to  con- 
smners,  wholesalers,  retailers,  persons, 
or  organizations,  and  any  special  uses 
to  be  made  of  such  raisins:  and  (vii)  the 
general  quality,  style,  and  condition  of 
the  raisins  for  which  the  exemption  is 
requested. 

( 3 )  Committee  action  on  application. — 
The  Committee  in  its  discretion  shall 
approve  each  application  for  exemption 
of  raisins,  if  it  concludes  that  such  ex¬ 
emption  shall  not  jeopardize  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  marketing  order  program. 
The  Committee  shall  notify  the  handler 
promptly  in  writing  of  its  approval  or 
disapproval  of  his  application  and,  if  the 
application  is  approved,  the  maximum 
quantity  for  which  approval  is  granted. 
If  the  application  is  disapproved,  the 
Committee  shall  Inform  the  handler  of 
the  reasons  therefor. 

*  •  •  •  • 

2.  The  provisions  of  §  989.160  are  des¬ 
ignated  as  paragraph  (a)  thereof,  with 
a  heading  reading  “Disposition  of  raisins 
by  processors.”  and  a  new  paragraph  (b) 
is  added  reading  as  follows: 

§  989.160  Exomplions. 

(a)  Disposition  of  raisins  by  proc¬ 
essors.  •  •  • 

(b)  Disposition  of  raisins  produced  in 
Southern  California. — Raisins  produced 
from  grapes  dried  on  the  vine  in  the 
counties  of  Riverside,  Imperial,  San  Ber¬ 
nardino,  Ventura,  Orange,  Los  Angeles, 
and  San  Diego,  which  are  disposed  of  for 
use  in  distillation,  livestock  feed,  or  by 
export  in  natural  condition  to  Mexico 
shall  be  exempt  from  the  provisions  of 
this  part. 

3.  Section  989.173(e)  is  revised  to 
read: 

§  989.173  Report*. 

•  •  •  •  • 

(e)  Report  of  shipments  of  experi¬ 
mental  or  specialty  packs  under  exemp¬ 
tion. — Each  handler  who  obtains  an  ex¬ 
emption  pursuant  to  S  989.59(g)  for  the 
shipment  of  experimental  or  specialty 
packs  of  raisins  shall  submit  to  the 
Committee  on  a  copy  of  the  approved 
application  for  exemption  a  report  show¬ 
ing  the  quantity  of  raisins  shipped  or 
disp>osed  of  imder  such  exemption.  The 
handler  shall  submit  the  report  promptly 
after  the  end  of  the  crop  year  or  after 
completion  by  him  of  all  shipments  of 


such  exempted  raisins,  whichever  is 
earlier. 

•  •  •  •  • 

(Secs.  1-19,  48  Stat.  31,  as  amended;  7  U.S.C. 
601-874.) 

Dated  May  14,  1973,  to  become  effec¬ 
tive  July  1, 1973. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Division. 
(PR  Doc.73-9913  Plied  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


Title  14 — Aeronautics  and  Space 

CHAPTER  I— FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS¬ 
PORTATION 

(Airworthiness  Docket  No.  73-WE-6-AD; 

Arndt.  39-1641] 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS  DIRECTIVES 
Hughes  Model  269C  Helicopters 

There  have  been  failures  of  the  idler 
pulley  bearing,  P/N  269A505()-62,  in¬ 
stalled  on  Hughes  model  269C  heli¬ 
copters.  A  failure  may  cause  loss  of  power 
to  the  main  rotor.  In  light  of  these  fail¬ 
ures,  the  agency  has  examined  the 
present  recommended  service  life  of  1200 
hours  in  the  Hughes  handbook  of  main¬ 
tenance  instructions. 

Numerous  factors,  either  singly  or  in 
combination,  may  tend  to  reduce  bear¬ 
ing  life:  misalignment  of  idler  pulley 
support  arms,  excessive  bearing  preload, 
overheating  and  loss  of  lubricant,  mis¬ 
matched  idler  pulley  belts,  improper  ex¬ 
ternal  cleaning  procedures,  and  out-of- 
round  or  contaminated  bearing  bores. 
The  service  life  of  the  bearing  varies 
considerably  between  operators.  While 
early  detection  of  impending  bearing 
failure  has  been  provided  for  in  the  FAA- 
approved  Hughes  269C  Rotorcraft  Flight 
Manual,  section  2-2b  (preflight  inspec¬ 
tion)  ,  by  way  of  inspections  of  the  pulley 
bearings  for  rotational  smoothness,  the 
agency  has  determined  that  a  reduced 
service  life,  requiring  more  frequent 
bearing  replacement,  is  necessary.  The 
manufacturer  has  issued  service  instruc¬ 
tions  for  replacement  of  the  bearings,  as 
well  as  related  inspections  for  certain 
serially  numbered  helicopters.  The 
manufacturer’s  instructions,  or  equiva¬ 
lent  FAA-approved  installations  and 
procedures,  are  incorporated  into  this 
airworthiness  directive  for  all  model 
269C  helicopters.  Compliance  times  vary 
depending  upon  the  already  accumulated 
time  in  service  of  the  affected  parts  and 
the  prior  accomplishment,  or  not,  of  the 
manufacturer’s  service  information.  Ex¬ 
cept  as  provided  in  the  AD  for  the  first 
time  replacement  of  the  bearings,  after 
the  effective  date  of  the  AD,  the  service 
life  of  the  bearings  will  be  reduced  to  600 
hours  total  time  in  service.  ’The  initial 
replacement  required  as  to  certain  seri¬ 
ally  numbered  helicopters  listed  in 
Hughes  service  information  notice  N- 
90.1,  dated  Sept^nber  7,  1971,  cor¬ 
responds  to  the  compliance  time  speci¬ 
fied  in  that  notice. 


Since  this  condition  exists  or  is  likely 
to  develop  in  other  idler  pulley  assemblies 
of  the  same  type  design^,  an  airworthiness 
directive  is  being  issued  to  require  more 
frequent  replacement  of  idler  pulley 
bearings,  P/N  269A5050-62,  on  Hughes 
model  269C  helicopters. 

Since  a  situation  exists  that  requires 
immediate  adoption  of  this  regulation,  it 
is  found  that  notice  and  public  procedure 
hereon  are  impracticable  and  good  cause 
exists  for  making  this  amendment  effec¬ 
tive  in  less  than  30  days. 

Hughes;  Applies  to  Hughes  Model  269C  Heli¬ 
copters.  Certificated  In  All  Categories, 
Incorporating  Idler  Pulley  Bearings, 
P/N  269A5050-62. 

Compliance  required  as  indicated: 

To  prevent  possible  faUure  of  idler  pulley 
bearings,  accomplish  the  following: 

(A)  For  all  helicopters,  serial  numbers  0004 
through  0092,  listed  In  Hughes  service  Infor¬ 
mation  notice  No.  N-90.1,  dated  September 
7,  1971,  which,  as  of  the  effective  date  of  this 
AD,  have  Idler  pulley  bearings,  P/N 
269A505O-62  installed, 

(1)  But  have  not  previously  had  the  re¬ 
placement  and  Inspection  of  the  bearings  ac¬ 
complished  as  described  In  said  notice;  per¬ 
form  the  replacement  and  inspection  de¬ 
scribed  In  said  notice,  or  later  FAA-approved 
revisions,  within  the  next  60  hours’  time  in 
service  on  helicopters  having  150  or  more 
hours’  time  in  service  on  the  bearings,  on  the 
effective  date  of  this  AD,  or  at  the  first  200- 
hour  periodic  infection  on  helicopters  hav¬ 
ing  less  than  150  hours’  time  In  service  on 
the  bearings,  on  the  effective  date  of  this 
AD.  Repeat  the  installation  and  Inspection, 
per  (C) ,  below. 

(2)  And  have  previously  had  the  replace¬ 
ment  and  infection  of  the  bearings  accom¬ 
plished  as  described  In  said  notice  as  of 
the  effective  date  of  this  AD,  perform  the 
replacement  and  inspection  Instructions  In 
said  notice,  or  later  FAA-approved  revisions, 
before  the  accumulation  of  600  hours  total 
time  in  service  on  the  bearings,  or  within  50 
hours  additlmial  time  in  service  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  AD,  whichever  occurs 
later.  Repeat  the  installation  and  inspection, 
per  (C) ,  below. 

(B)  For  all  helicopters,  other  than  those 
listed  In  (A)  above,  which  as  of  the  effective 
date  of  this  AD,  have  idler  pulley  bearings 
P/N  269A5050-62  Installed,  with  less  than 
600  hours  total  time  In  service,  replace  the 
bearings  with  new  P/N  269A5050-62  bearings 
within  50  hours  additional  time  In  service 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  AD,  or  before 
the  acciimulation  of  600  hours  total  time  in 
service,  whichever  occurs  later,  in  accordance 
with  the  replacement  and  inspection  Instruc¬ 
tions  In  Hughes  service  Information  notice 
No.  N-90.1,  or  later  FAA-approved  revisions. 
All  helicopters  with  bearings  with  600  hours 
or  more  total  time  In  service  as  of  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  AD,  replace  the  bearings 
with  new  P/N  269A5050-62  bearings  within 
50  hours  time  In  service  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  AD,  In  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
placement  and  Inspection  Instructions  In 
notice  No.  N-90.1,  or  later  FAA-approved  re¬ 
visions.  Repeat  the  installation  and  inspec¬ 
tion  per  (C),  below. 

(C)  Thereafter,  replace  the  idler  pulley 
bearings,  at  or  before  the  accumulation  of 
600  hours  total  time  in  service  on  the  bear¬ 
ing,  in  accordance  with  the  instructions  pro¬ 
vided  In  Hughes  service  information  notice 
No.  N-90.1,  dated  September  7,  1971,  or  latei 
FA-approved  revisions. 

(D)  Mutilate  and  discard  old  bearings  per 
part  n,  Hughes  service  information  notice  No. 
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N-90.1,  dated  September  7, 1971,  or  later  PAA- 
approved  revisions. 

Note:  Special  caution  should  be  exercised 
In  performmg  the  TIR  runout  and  end  play 
checks  ot  part  III  of  the  notice. 

(E)  Equivalent  replacement  and  inspec* 
tion  procedures  of  idler  pulley  betwing  may 
be  approved  by  the  chief.  Aircraft  Engineer¬ 
ing  Division,  FAA  Western  Region. 

(Secs.  313(a),  601,  603,  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958  49  U.S.C.  1354(a),  1421,  and  1423; 
sec.  6(c),  Department  of  Transportation  Act, 
49  U.S.C.  1655(c).) 

This  amendment  becomes  effective 
May  21,  1973. 

Issued  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif,  mi  May  9, 
1973. 

Arvin  O.  Basnight, 

Director, 

FAA  Western  Region. 

[FR  Doc.73-9890  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  am) 

Title  25— Indians 

CHAPTER  I — BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AF¬ 
FAIRS,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

SUBCHAPTER  0 — RIGHTS-OF-WAY — ROADS 

PART  162— ROADS  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF 
INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Public  Hearings  on  Road  Projects 

The  authority  to  issue  regulations  is 
vested  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
by  5  U.S.C.  301  and  sections  463  and  465 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  (25  U.S.C.  2 
and  9). 

Beginning  of  page  20177  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  of  September  27,  1972  (37 
Fit  20177),  there  was  published  a  notice 
of  propose  rulemaking  to  add  a  new 
subheading  “Public  Hearings  on  Road 
Projects”  and  new  §§  162.10  to  162.20  to 
part  162  of  title  25  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations.  The  new  sections  estab¬ 
lish  procedures  and  criteria  for  conduct¬ 
ing  public  hearings  on  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  road  projects.  The  regulations 
were  proposed  pursuant  to  the  policy  set 
forth  in  Executive  Order  11514,  March  5, 
1970,  that  Federal  agencies  shall  develop 
procedures  to  ensure  the  fullest  prac¬ 
ticable  provision  of  timely  public  infor¬ 
mation  and  understanding  of  Federal 
plans  and  programs  that  may  have  a 
potential  environmental  impact  in  order 
to  obtain  the  views  of  interested  parties. 

Interested  persons  were  given  30  days 
In  which  to  submit  written  comments, 
suggestions,  or  objections  regarding  the 
proposed  regulations. 

After  consideration  of  all  such  rele¬ 
vant  matter  as  was  presented  by  inter¬ 
ested  persons,  the  amendment  as  so  pro¬ 
posed  is  hereby  adopted  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes: 

1.  In  §  162.11(c),  “connecting  roads” 
Is  changed  to  read  “connecting  or  de¬ 
lated  roads”. 

2.  In  §  162.11(d),  “Would  bypass  or  go 
through  communities  or  towns.”  is 
changed  to  read  “Would  cause  the  re¬ 
location  of  a  residence  or  business,”. 

3.  In  §  162.13,  “estimate  of  project 
cost,”  is  deleted. 

4.  In  the  first  sentence  of  §  162.14(a). 
“the  public”  Is  changed  to  read  “the  local 
public”.  In  the  third  sentence  of  the 


same  section,  “published  in  local  news¬ 
papers,  posted  in  conspicuous  public  lo¬ 
cations,  and  circulate  to  appropriate 
groups  designated”  is  changed  to  read 
“advertised  as  determined”. 

5.  In  §  162.16(b),  “the  purpose  of  the 
hearing  is  not  to  reconsider  reservation 
road  priorities  or  the  merits”  is  changed 
to  read  “the  reservation  road  commit¬ 
tee  and  the  tribal  chairman  are  the  of¬ 
ficials  responsible  for  setting  reservation 
road  priorities  and  considering  the 
merits”. 

6.  In  §  162.20,  “no  further  action  will 
be  taken  on  the  project”  is  changed  to 
read  “final  action  on  the  project  may  be 
delayed”. 

The  regulations  shall  become  effective 
on  or  before  June  18, 1973. 

William  L.  Rogers, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

of  the  Interior. 

May  14. 1973. 

Part  162  of  Chapter  I,  Title  25  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  shall  read 
as  follows: 

PART  162— ROADS  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF 
INDIAN  AFFAIRS 

Sec. 

162.1  Purpose. 

162.2  Definitions. 

162.3  Construction,  maintenance,  repair, 

and  Improvement. 

162.4  Approval  of  road  plans  and  desig¬ 

nations  as  roads  of  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs. 

162.5  CX>nsent  of  Indian  landowners. 

162.6  Use  of  roads. 

162.7  Roadless  and  wild  areas. 

162.8  Transfer  of  Jiulsdlctlon  for  main¬ 

tenance  to  a  State. 

162.9  Cooperation  with  States  or  Indian 

tribes. 

Public  Hearimcs  on  Road  Projects 

162.10  Purpose  and  objectives. 

162.11  Criteria. 

162.12  Need  for  public  hearing  determined. 

162.13  Notice  of  road  construction  projects. 

162.14  Notice  of  public  bearing. 

162.15  Record  of  bearing  proceedings. 

162.16  Conducting  the  public  hearing. 

162.17  Written  statements. 

162.18  Hearing  statement. 

162.19  Appeals. 

162.20  Project  held  pending  appeal  decision. 

Authority:  The  provision  of  these 

1$  162.1-162.9  Issued  under  45  Stat.  750;  25 
U.S.C.  318a.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  6,  49  Stat. 
1521,  as  amended;  25  U.S.C.  318b.  Sections 
162.10-162.20  Issued  under  83  Stat.  852;  E.O. 
11514,  March  5,  1970;  and  40  CFR  25.83. 

Public  Hearings  on  Road  Projects 

§162.10  Purpose  and  objectives. 

The  regulations  in  this  subpart  govern 
the  calling  and  conducting  of  public 
hearings  on  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
road  projects.  The  Bureau’s  objectives 
in  conducting  public  hearings  on  road 
projects  are  to: 

(a)  Insure  that  human,  social,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  natural  environmental  fac¬ 
tors  are  considered  in  roads  projects, 

(b)  Insure  that  final  road  plans  are 
consistent  with  overall  tribal  objectives 
for  the  development  of  the  reservaticm 
road  system, 

(c)  Inform  interested  persons  of  road 
proposals  which  affect  them  and  allow 


them  to  express  their  views  while  flex¬ 
ibility  to  respond  to  their  views  still 
exists,  and 

(d)  Promote  coordination  and  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  of  construction  ac¬ 
tivities  both  within  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  and  between  the  Bureau  and 
other  public  and  private  agencies  re¬ 
lating  to  development  of  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions. 

§  162.11  Criteria. 

A  public  hearing  should  be  held  for 
each  road  project  that: 

(a)  Produces  a  significant  environ¬ 
mental  impact, 

(b)  Is  on  a  new  location, 

(c)  Would  essentially  change  the  lay¬ 
out  or  function  of  connecting  or  delated 
roads  or  streets, 

(d)  Would  ca'jse  the  relocation  of  a 
residence  or  business, 

(e)  Would  have  an  adverse  effect  upon 
abutting  real  property,  or 

(f )  Is  expected  to  be  of  a  controversial 
nature. 

§  162.12  Need  for  public  hearing  deler- 
miniKl. 

The  Agency  Superintendent  will  call 
a  meeting  of  representatives  from  the 
tribe.  Agency  OflBce,  and  other  appro¬ 
priate  agencies  to  determine  for  each 
road  project  if  a  public  hearing  is  needed. 
The  determination  will  be  based  on  the 
criteria  given  in  §  162.11.  The  prelimi¬ 
nary  design  work  should  be  completed  on 
a  project  before  a  meeting  is  called  to 
determine  if  a  public  hearing  is  needed. 
More  than  one  public  hearing  may  be 
held  for  a  project  if  necessary. 

§  162.13  Notice  of  road  construction 
projects. 

When  no  public  hearing  is  scheduled 
for  a  road  construction  project,  notice 
of  the  road  construction  project  must  be 
given  at  least  90  days  before  the  date 
construction  is  scheduled  to  begin.  The 
notice  should  give  the  project  name  and 
location,  the  type  of  improvement 
planned,  the  date  construction  is  sched¬ 
uled  to  start,  method  planned  for 
performing  work,  and  name  and  address 
of  oflBce  where  more  information  can  be 
obtained.  The  notice  should  be  posted  in 
public  locations,  published  in  local  news¬ 
papers,  and  circulated  to  appropriate 
groups. 

§  162.14  Notice  of  public  hearing. 

(a)  A  notice  will  be  prepared  to  in¬ 
form  the  local  public  of  the  scheduled 
hearing.  The  notice  should  give  the  date, 
time,  and  place  of  the  scheduled  hearing; 
the  project  location;  the  proposed  work 
to  be  done;  and  the  place  where  more  in¬ 
formation  on  the  project  can  be  obtained. 
The  notice  should  be  advertised  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Superintendent.  Notice 
should  be  given  at  least  15  days  before 
the  scheduled  date  of  the  public  hearing 
and  again  at  least  5  days  before  the  hear¬ 
ing  date. 

(b)  If  the  public  hearing  is  scheduled 
for  a  project  on  which  an  environmental 
imp8M;t  statement  has  or  will  be  issued, 
notice  of  the  hearing  should  also  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  at  least 
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30  days  before  the  scheduled  hearing 
date. 

§  162.15  Record  of  hearing  proceedings. 

A  written  verbatim  record  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  should  be  made.  The  record  should 
Include  written  statements  submitted  at 
the  hearing  or  within  5  days  following 
the  hearing. 

§  162.16  Conducting  the  public  hearing. 

(a)  The  Agency  Superintendent  will 
appoint  a  tribal  or  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  official  to  serve  as  a  chairman  at 
the  public  hearing. 

(b)  The  purpose  of  the  hearing  and  an 
outline  of  items  to  be  discussed  should 
be  presented  at  the  beginning  of  the 
hearing.  It  should  be  made  clear  that 
the  reservation  road  committee  and  the 
tribal  chairman  are  the  official  respon¬ 
sible  for  setting  reservation  road  priori¬ 
ties  and  considering  the  merits  of  one 
road  project  over  another.  Maps  and 
project  plans  should  be  displayed  at  the 
hearing  for  public  review.  The  public 
should  be  informed  of  the  Bureau’s  road 
construction  procediu’es  on  reservations 


and  location  alternative  studies  made  by 
the  Biu'eau.  The  social,  economic,  and 
environmental  aspects  of  the  projects 
which  were  considered  should  be  reported 
and  the  summary  of  any  environmental 
impact  statement  read,  tf  the  project 
will  require  relocating  residences,  infor¬ 
mation  on  relocation  services  and  au¬ 
thorized  payments  should  be  given. 

(c)  During  the  hearing,  ample  free 
time  should  be  allowed  for  individuals 
to  inspect  the  project  plans  and  consult 
with  technical  personnel  and  with  each 
other. 

§162.17  Written  statements. 

Written  statements  may  be  submit¬ 
ted  as  well  as  oral  statements  made  at 
the  public  hearing.  Written  statements 
may  also  be  submitted  during  the  6  days 
following  the  hearing. 

§  162.18  Hearing  statement. 

If  issues  develop  at  the  public  hearing 
or  there  are  unanswered  questions,  the 
Agency  Superintendent  will  issue  a  hear¬ 
ing  statement  giving  the  results  of  the 
public  hearing  and  his  decision  as  to  the 


action  to  be  taken.  The  hearing  state¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  public  within  20  days 
of  the  date  of  the  public  hearing.  The 
hearing  statement  will  be  posted  at  the 
place  where  the  hearing  was  held  and 
will  be  sent  to  interested  groups  who  at¬ 
tended.  The  hearing  statement  will  out¬ 
line  procedures  whereby  the  decision  of 
the  Agency  Superintendent  may  be 
appealed. 

§  162.19  Appeals. 

Any  decision  concerning  the  proposed 
road  project  may  be  appealed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  procedure  set  forth  in 
Part  2  of  this  title.  If  the  appeals  are 
dismissed  or  if  no  appeals  are  filed  with¬ 
in  20  days  of  a  decision,  the  decision  be¬ 
comes  final  and  cannot  be  further 
appealed. 

§  162.20  Project  held  pending  appeal 
decision. 

When  a  decision  of  the  Superintendent 
is  appealed,  final  action  on  the  project 
may  be  delayed  imtil  a  final  decision  has 
been  made. 

|FR  Doc.73-9894  Piled  5-17-73; 8; 45  am] 


Title  24 — Housing  and  Urban  Development 

CHAPTER  X— FEDERAL  INSURANCE  ADMINISTRATION.  DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

SUBCHAPTER  B — NATIONAL  FLOOD  INSURANCE  PROGRAM 
(Docket  No.  FI-ia9] 

PART  1914— AREAS  ELIGIBLE  FOR  THE  SALE  OF  INSURANCE 
Status  of  Participating  Communities 

Section  1914.4  of  part  1914  of  subchapter  B  of  chapter  X  of  title  24  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended  by 
adding  in  alphabetical  sequence  a  new  entry  to  the  table.  In  this  entry,  a  complete  chronology  of  effective  dates  appears  for 
each  listed  community.  Each  date  appearing  in  the  last  column  of  the  table  is  followed  by  a  designation  which  indicates  whether 
the  date  signifies  the  effective  date  of  the  authorization  of  the  sale  of  flood  insurance  in  the  area  imder  the  emergency  or  the 
regular  flood  insurance  program.  The  entry  reads  as  follows: 

§  1914.4  Status  of  participating  communities. 


a 

• 

0  • 

• 

e 

state 

County 

Location  Map  No. 

State  map  repository 

Local  map  repository 

Effective  date 
of  authorization 
of  sale  of 
flood  insurance 
for  area 

• 

0 

• 

•  • 

• 

• 

.  ..  May  Ifi,  1073 

nn 

areas.  ‘ 

Emergency. 
_ ;  Do. 

Tin 

Town  of! 

Do. 

Town  ot 

May  17, 1973. 

Township  of. 

Einen;eiuy. 

North  Carolina. 

nn 

Do. 

areas.  * 

......  Do. 

Ohio . 

IVnnsylTanla... 

Franklin . 

Gahanna,  City  of... . . 

.  Do. 

_  Do. 

Westmoreland...;. 

Township  of. 

Do. 

Township  of. 

(National  Flood  Insurance  Act  of  1968  (title  vttt  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968),  effective  Jan.  28,  1969  (33  PR  17804, 
Nov.  28,  1968),  as  amended  (secs.  408-410,  Public  Law  91-152,  Dec.  24,1969),  42  U.S.C.  4001-4127;  and  Secretary’s  delegation  of  authority  to 
Federal  Insurance  Admlnis^tor,  34  PR  2680,  Feb.  27,  1969.) 


Issued  May  9,  1973. 


George  K.  Bernstein, 
Federal  Insurance  Administrator. 


(PR  Doc.73-9829  PUed  5-17-73;8;46  am] 
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Title  46 — Shipping 

CHAPTER  II — MARITIME  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

SUBCHAPTER  C— REGULATIONS  AFFECTING 
SUBSIDIZED  VESSELS  AND  OPERATORS 

(General  Order  116,  Rev.,  Arndt.  3] 

PART  294 — OPERATING-DIFFERENTIAL 

SUBSIDY  FOR  BULK  CARGO  VESSELS 
ENGAGED  IN  CARRYING  BULK  RAW 
AND  PROCESSED  AGRICULTURAL  COM¬ 
MODITIES  FROM  THE  UNITED  STATES 
TO  THE  UNION  OF  SOVIET  SOCIALIST 
REPUBLICS 

Partial  Billing  Procedures 

Tlie  follo'wing  regulation  amends  the 
partial  billing  procedures  for  operators 
engaged  in  the  carriage  of  bulk  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  from  the  United 
States  to  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  which  have  reduced  operating 
costs  during  periods  of  idleness  or  delay. 

Man>’  vessels  engaged  in  the  carriage 
of  bulk  commodities  from  the  United 
States  to  the  U.S.S.R.  have  experienced 
and  may  continue  to  experience  delays 
between  arrival  at  the  port  of  loading 
and  going  on  berth  to  load.  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  sound  commercial  practices, 
operators  reduce  operating  costs  during 
such  periods  of  delay. 

Accordingly,  §  294.12  is  amended  to 
establish  the  procedure  by  which  the 
Maritime  Subsidy  Board  will  determine 
the  proper  adjustments  in  tentative  sub¬ 
sidy  resulting  from  reduced  operating 
costs. 

The  operating-differential  subsidy 
program  is  exempt  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  60  Stat.  238,  section  4,  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  pt.  553).  Conse¬ 
quently,  these  regulations  are  issued  in 
final  form. 

1.  Section  294.12,  part  294,  title  46, 
chapter  n.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations, 
is  amended  to  read  as  set  forth  below. 
The  existing  paragraph  (c)  is  designated 
(c)(1)  and  a  new  paragraph  (c)(2)  is 
added.  Also,  paragraph  (e)  is  revised  to 
read  as  set  forth  below. 

§  294.12  Partial  paynieiit  billings. 

♦  •  •  •  • 

(c)  Reduction  in  subsidy  payments. — 
(1)  Reductions  in  subsidy  payments  due 
to  deviations,  idleness  or  delay.  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  §  294.5(c)  (4)  a  subsidized 
vessel  is  allowed  a  maximum  of  3V2  days 
steaming  time  in  excess  of  the  normal 
total  steaming  time  for  a  ballast  return 
voyage  when  engaiging  in  the  bulk  car¬ 
riage  of  U.S.  import  commerce.  Any  time 
in  excess  of  the  adlowable  3  V2  days 
steaming  time  will  result  in  a  reduction 
of  subsidy.  Similarly,  any  time  that  is 
disallowed  by  the  Maritime  Subsidy 
Board  applicable  to  periods  of  idleness 
or  delay  pursuant  to  5  294.5(c)(5)  will 
result  in  a  reduction  in  subsidy.  The  re¬ 
quired  reduction  in  subsidy  will  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  reducing  the  “total  voy¬ 
age  days”  on  schedule  A,  revised,  of  the 
billing  format  by  the  excess  deviation 
time  or  unallowable  period  of  idleness  or 
delay. 

(2)  Reduction  in  subsidy  payments 
due  to  reduced  operating  costs  during 


periods  of  idleness  or  delay.  Reductions 
in  costs  during  periods  of  idleness  or 
delay  w'ill  result  in  a  reduction  in  sub¬ 
sidy.  For  partial  payment  billing  pur¬ 
poses,  a  reduction  in  the  amount  of  sub¬ 
sidy  payable  shall  be  effected  through  a 
reduction  in  the  tentative  wage  subsidy 
amount  applicable  to  the  periods  of  idle¬ 
ness  or  delay.  The  reduction  of  the  sub¬ 
sidy  shall  be  computed  as  follows: 

(i)  The  tentative  wage  per  diem  sub¬ 
sidy  amoimt  incorporated  into  the 
opierating-differential  subsidy  contract 
shall  be  divided  by  the  number  of  crew 
shown  in  the  manning  scale  incorpiorated 
into  the  operating-differential  subsidy 
contract  to  determine  the  average  ten¬ 
tative  wage  per  man  per  diem  subsidy 
amount. 

(ii)  A  man-day  reduction  shall  be 
computed  by  multiplying  the  number  of 
crew  reduced  below  the  contractual 
manning  scale  (regardless  of  crew  rat¬ 
ing)  by  the  number  of  days  of  such  re¬ 
duction.  If  there  is  more  than  one  crew 
reduction,  the  separate  man-day  crew 
reductions  shall  be  totaled  to  determine 
the  total  man-day  crew  reduction.  For 
example,  if,  for  the  first  4  days  of  the 
idle  or  delay  period,  the  crew  was  reduced 
by  six  crew  members  and  for  the  next  20 
days,  the  crew  was  further  reduced  by  18 
more  crew  members  for  a  total  crew  re¬ 
duction  of  24,  the  total  man-day  crew 
reduction  for  the  period  would  be  504 
(six  crew  members  for  4  days  equal  24 
man-days;  18  crew  members  plus  six 
crew  members,  a  total  of  24  crew  mem¬ 
bers,  for  20  days  equal  480  man-days) . 

(iii)  The  r^uced  accrued  tentative 
wage  subsidy  shall  be  derived  by  multi¬ 
plying  the  average  tentative  wage  per 
man  per  diem  subsidy  amount  by  the 
total  man-day  crew  reduction. 

<iv)  Ninety  percent  of  the  reduced  ac¬ 
crued  tentative  wage  subsidy  shall  be 
deducted  from  the  partial  payment  bill¬ 
ing  public  voucher. 

•  •  •  *  * 

Total  voyage  days: 

Nonsul)sidited  voyage  days: 

Deviation  In  excess  of  3>5  days . 

Idle  and  delays.. . . . . 

Other  (describe) . — 

Subsidized  Voyage  Days . - 


(e)  Forms. 

Schedule  A-4 


(Company) 

Reduction  of  Accrued  Tentative  Wage 
Subsidy  Due  to  Crew  Reduction 

Vessel _  Voyage _ 

Port _ 

Period  of  crew  reduction:  Prom _ to _ 

I  Man-day  crew  reduction 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Days  crew 

Numlrer  of 

Man-day 

reduced 

crew 

crew  reduction 

rr-duced 

(col.  (1)  X  (2)) 

.  X  . .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

.  X  .  - 

a.  Total  man-day  crew  reduction. 


n  Reduction  of  Accrued  Tentative  Wage 
Per  Diem  Subsidy 

a.  Tentative  wage  per  diem  amount 

(per  ODS  contract) _ $ _ 

b.  Total  crew  (per  manning  scale — 

ODS  contract) _  _ 

c.  Average  tentative  wage  per  man  per 

diem  subsidy  amount  (Ila  :-IIb) _ _ 

d.  Reduced  accrued  Tentative  wage 

subsidy  (Ilex la) _  _ 

e.  90  percent  of  reduced  tentative  wage 

subsidy  (90  percent  of  lid)  (enter 
on  line  6b  of  schedule  A  (Rev.) )  —  _ — 

Schedule  A(Rev.) 
MA/MSB _ 


(Company) 

Calculation  of  operating-differential  sub¬ 
sidy  due  for  operations  In  connection  with 
the  carriage  of  bulk  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  from  the  United  States  to  the  Union  of 
Soviet  Socialist  Republics. 

Vessel  name _ 

Voyage  number _ 

Voyage  dates:  From - to - 


Subsidlxed  Total 

Subsidy  payable:  tentaUve  (  )  Final  (  )  Per  diem  voyage  days 


Wages.. . J 

Subsistence . - 

Vessel  insurance . . - 

Fuel: 

At  sea . 

Intwrt . — . —  - 

Other  vessel  expenses.. - - 

Vessel  dej>reciation . - 

Interest  expense  on  vessel  indebtedness.. - - - 


1.  Gross  subsidy  liefore  M.  &  R.  and  8.S.  &  E.  subsidy  and  deductions — - - - 

2.  Partial  payment— !K)  percent  of  item  1 . . . . 

Final  i>ayiuent— 100  percent  of  item  1 . . . 

3.  Add: 

a.  Maintenance  and  repairs  sulrsidy  (schedule  A-1) . . . . . . . 

b.  Store*,  supplies,  and  expendable  equipment  subsidy  (schedule  A-2) - 

4.  Subsidy  payable  before  deductions . . . 

6.  Deductions; 

a.  Aiiatement  (schedule  A-3) . . .  * . 

b.  Crew  reduction  (schedule  A-4) _  _ 

Total  deductions . . . - . 

6.  Bulrsidy  i>ayable  after  deductions. _ _ _ 

7.  lyess  subsidy  previously  paid  for  this  voyage . . . . 

8.  Subsidy  payable  this  voucher _ _ _ _ 

•  ••••• 
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This  regulation  shall  be  effective  on 
May  18,  1973. 

(Sec.  204,  49  Stat.  46  U.S.C.  1114.) 

By  Order  of  the  Maritime  Subsidy 
Board. 

Dated  May  15,  1973. 

James  S.  Dawson,  Jr., 

Secretary, 

Maritime  Subsidy  Board. 

-  [FR  Doc.73-9987  FUe  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


Title  49 — Transportation 

CHAPTER  V— NATIONAL  HIGHWAY  TRAF¬ 
FIC  SAFETY  ADMINISTRATION.  DE¬ 
PARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

(Docket  No.  70-27;  Notice  8] 

PART  571— FEDERAL  MOTOR  VEHICLE 
SAFETY  STANDARDS 

Hydraulic  Brake  Systems 

This  notice  responds  to  petitions  for 
reconsideration  of  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  105a  and  amends  the 
standard  in  certain  respects  effective 
September  1, 1975. 

Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard 
No.  105a,  49  CFR  571.105a,  was  pub¬ 
lished  on  September  2,  1972  (37  FR 
17970) .  Thereafter,  pursuant  to  49  CFR 
553.35  petitions  for  reconsideration  of  the 
rule  were  received  from  many  interested 
corporations.  A  discussion  of  the  major 
issues  raised  by  the  petitions  and  their 
resolution  follows. 

1.  Policy. — Several  petitioners  ques¬ 
tioned  the  need  for  stringent  braking  re¬ 
quirements.  The  claim  was  made  that 
NHTSA  has  shown  neither  a  need  based 
on  accident  data  relating  brake  perform¬ 
ance  to  deaths,  injuries,  or  property 
damage,  nor  the  benefits  to  be  obt^ned 
from  changed  braking  systems.  Addi¬ 
tionally,  comments  were  received  that 
most  consumers  could  not  utilize  en¬ 
hanced  braking  capabilities  under  most 
circumstances.  Some  also  questioned  the 
cost  to  Implement  the  standard  (allegedly 
$40  an  average  per  vehicle  as  a  minimiun, 
and  up  to  $75  in  some  instances  for  pas¬ 
senger  cars) . 

The  NHTSA  does  not  agree  with  its 
critics  on  these  policy  issues.  Braking 
system  performance  has  consistently 
rated  high  on  the  safety  criticality  list. 
The  dominance  of  the  role  of  braking 
systems  in  accident  avoidance  maneuvers 
has  long  been  recognized  and  undisputed. 
The  importance  of  braking  in  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  safety  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
of  all  vehicle  defects  which  cause  or  con¬ 
tribute  to  accidents,  brake  failures  lead 
the  hst.  In  the  consumer  information 
data  on  braking  stopping  distances  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  automobile  manufacturers, 
the  better  performing  vehicles  are  re¬ 
ported  to  stop  from  60  mi/h  in  slightly 
more  than  one  half  the  distance  of  the 
poorer  performing  vehicles.  Large  stop¬ 
ping  distance  differentials  among  vehi¬ 
cles  operating  in  a  common  trafBc  stream 
are  recognized  as  creating  serious  haz¬ 
ards  to  the  motorist. 

Data  have  shown  that  in  many  acci¬ 
dents  a  more  effective  service  brake  sys¬ 


tem  would  have  lessened  the  severity  of 
the  collision  or  possibly  averted  it. 
Existing  vehicles  in  many  instances  do 
have  good  braking  capabilities  but  re¬ 
quire  excessive  control  forces  to  utilize 
these  capabilities.  Many  drivers  are  not 
able  to  exert  these  forces  and  hence  do 
not  utilize  existing  systems  to  the  fullest. 
With  reduced  stopping  distances  within 
the  specified  pedal  forces  required  by 
standard  No.  105a,  it  is  the  opinion  of 
NHTSA  that  deaths,  injuries,  and  prop¬ 
erty  damage  will  be  reduced. 

Since  the  requirements  also  specify 
that  the  stopping  distances  shall  be 
achieved  with  the  vehicle  under  control, 
stopping  without  locked  wheels  in  a  12- 
ft-wide  roadway  lane,  motorists  will  be 
afforded  a  greater  opportunity  to  operate 
their  brakes  effectively  in  accident 
avoidance  maneuvers. 

Cost  estimates  submitted  by  petitioners 
are  in  agreement  with  those  of  the 
NHTSA.  Based  upon  the  information  re¬ 
ceived  from  petitioners  and  the  changes 
made  as  a  consequence  thereof,  however, 
it  is  the  opinion  of  this  agency  that  the 
cost  of  implementation  will  be  reduced 
to  a  figure  commensiu*ate  with  the  safety 
benefits  expected  to  be  derived. 

With  respect  to  the  performance  levels 
specified,  the  NHTSA  has  determined 
that  the  values  are  reasonable  and  do  not 
exceed  the  inherent  capabilities  of  any  of 
the  various  vehicle  classes.  The  values 
specified  for  vehicles  other  than  passen¬ 
ger  cars  will  considerably  reduce  the  ex¬ 
isting  stopping  distance  differentials 
among  vehicle  classes. 

Several  petitioners  commented  on  what 
they  considered  to  be  a  lack  of  consist¬ 
ency  in  performance  levels  between  ve¬ 
hicle  types.  For  example,  in  the  second 
effectiveness  test,  passenger  cars,  light 
trucks  and  heavy  trucks  have  different 
performance  requirements  based  upon 
weight  and  speed.  Standard  No.  105a  was 
criticized  also  because  the  required  stop¬ 
ping  distances  for  heavy  trucks  with  hy¬ 
draulic  brakes  were  more  stringent  than 
requirements  for  heavy  trucks  with  air 
brakes  (Standard  No.  121,  Air  Brake  Sys¬ 
tems).  It  was  argued  that  requirements 
should  be  the  same  for  similar  vehicles 
regardless  of  the  type  of  brake  system. 
Petitioners  request^  that  partial  failure 
system  requirements,  and  requirements 
for  failed  power  units,  be  identical  to 
those  for  air-braked  vehicles. 

Other  petitioners  requested  that  emer¬ 
gency-type  tests  should  allow  locked 
wheels  as  in  standard  No.  121.  Petition¬ 
ers,  in  several  instances,  requested 
changes  in  light  load  test  requirements 
for  the  various  vehicles.  These  requests 
were  based  on  differences  in  load  condi¬ 
tions,  inertia  load  differences  in  stopping, 
center  of  gravity  locations,  and  braking 
balance  differences. 

The  standard  has  been  amended  to 
recognize  the  changes  in  perfonnance 
due  to  vehicle  weight  differences,  con¬ 
sidering  the  effects  of  center  of  gravity 
location  and  weight  shifts  occurring  dur¬ 
ing  decelerations.  Also,  speed  sensitivity 
effects  have  been  recognized  as  occurring 
in  all  vehicles  and  appropriate  modifica¬ 
tions  in  requirements  at  the  various  test 


speeds  have  been  made.  Heavy  vehicle  re¬ 
quirements  have  been  adjusted  where  ap¬ 
propriate  to  make  them  identical  to  those 
existing  in  standard  No.  121.  Some  dif¬ 
ferences  have  been  retained,  however. 
For  example,  fade  tests  in  standard  No. 
105a  are  run  on  the  vehicle  in  a  road  test 
as  compared  with  a  dynamometer  test  in 
standard.  No.  121,  Dsmamometer  tests 
were  selected  in  standard  No.  121  since 
vehicles  used  primarily  in  combinations 
are  included  in  that  standard.  Compati¬ 
bility  between  vehicles  (tractor  and 
trailer)  was  considered  to  be  an  impor¬ 
tant  factor  in  the  brake  system  evalua¬ 
tion  and  could  most  easily  be  determined 
on  the  dynamometer. 

Revisions  to  standard  105a  also  have 
been  made  to  allow  wheel  lockup  on 
emergency-type  tests  such  as  spike  stops, 
tests  with  failed  power  units,  and  partial 
system  tests.  Also,  in  the  parking  brake 
test,  the  limit  of  traction  of  the  braked 
wheels  is  vised  in  specifying  parking 
brake  system  performance  on  a  30-per¬ 
cent  grade.  There  are  no  changes  in 
parking  braking  system  requirements 
becavise  of  weight  differences.  The 
NHTSA  is  of  the  opinion  that  all  vehicles, 
regardless  of  weight  class,  are  frequently 
parked  in  a  lightly  loaded  condition  and 
hence  should  be  tested  under  this  condi¬ 
tion. 

2.  Effective  date. — The  NHTSA  has 
previously  announced  an  overall  delay  of 
1  year  in  the  effective  date  of  standard 
No.  105a  (38  FR  3097) . 

Petitioners  generally  considered  the 
original  effective  date  of  September  1, 
1974,  to  be  unreasonable  and  impractica¬ 
ble.  The  earlier  effective  date  as  it  ap¬ 
plied  to  trucks,  buses  and  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicles  coincided  with  the 
same  effective  date  for  standard  No.  121, 
issued  some  time  before  standard  No. 
105a.  The  airbrake  systems  will  generally 
have  new  and  larger  foundation  brakes, 
new  suspensions  and  other  related  com¬ 
ponents,  antilock  or  brake  proportioning 
systems  and  new  split  systems  as  well  as 
controls.  Hydraulic-braked  vehicles  re¬ 
quire  in  most  instances  similar  changes 
to  meet  105a  requirements.  However, 
manufacturers  and  suppliers  had  prior 
commitments  to  concentrate  much  of 
their  available  manpower,  equipment  and 
facilities  to  the  development  of  conform¬ 
ing  airbrake  systems.  These  manpower, 
equipment,  and  facilities  are  generally 
the  same  required  for  the  development 
of  conforming  hydraulic-braked  vehicles, 
and  thus  the  changes  to  hydraulic- 
braked  vehicles  cannot  be  made  simul¬ 
taneously  with  airbrake  system  changes. 
In  addition,  sufficient  recognition  must 
be  given  to  the  leadtime  necessary  for 
application  studies,  production  standard¬ 
ization  in  areas  where  this  is  possible, 
drawing  and  specification  preparation, 
tooling  design  time  and  procurement, 
and  establishing  manufacturing  facili¬ 
ties.  In  some  instances,  plant  facilities 
must  be  built  along  with  construction 
of  development  and  test  facilities.  Peti¬ 
tioners  also  mentioned  the  significance 
of  reduced  product  reliability  if  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  completely  redesign  entire  ve¬ 
hicle  lines  simultaneously.  Additional 
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problems  that  can  arise  are  related  to 
the  capability  of  the  manufacturers  to 
train  adequately  technical  personnel  to 
assemble,  service,  and  maintain  the  new 
vehicles. 

Several  petitioners  requested  an  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  effective  date  for  vehicles 
other  than  passenger  cars  beyond  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1975.  International  Harvester 
requested  a  date  of  September  1,  1976 
for  these  vehicles.  Others  would  not  pre¬ 
dict  a  date  on  which  they  could  meet  the 
requirements. 

Several  commenters  stressed  the  fact 
that  metallic,  semimetalllc,  or  ceramic 
linings,  considered  exotic  materials  pres¬ 
ently,  would  probably  be  required  to  meet 
standard  No.  105a  as  of  September  1, 
1974.  Resulting  penalties  would  occur  in 
cost  (high  wear,  scoring,  etc.)  and  poor 
or  erratic  performance  under  normal 
conditions. 

Comments  were  also  received  ccmcem- 
Ing  four-wheel-drive  vehicles.  Low  vol¬ 
ume  and  consequent  high  costs  for  nec¬ 
essary  changes  are  problems  In  this 
segment  of  the  industry.  Suppliers  of 
components  for  these  vehicles  are  al¬ 
legedly  reluctant  to  design  and  tool  parts. 
In  addition,  manpower  and  facilities  are 
not  available  for  these  jobs  since  most 
time  and  efforts  must  be  utilized  for  the 
higher  volume  vehicles.  An  indefinite  de¬ 
lay  in  an  effective  date  for  these  vehicles 
has  been  requested. 

After  careful  evaluation  of  all  the  peti¬ 
tions,  the  NHTSA  considered  that  g(X)d 
cause  had  been  shown  for  a  delay  of  1 
year  in  the  effective  date  of  the  standard. 
But  it  has  been  determined  that  a  fur¬ 
ther  delay,  either  for  the  standard  or 
for  separate  vehicle  categories  is  not  in 
the  interest  of  motor  vehicle  safety,  and 
those  petitions  for  a  further  extension 
of  time  are  denied. . 

3.  Definitions. — Numerous  comments 
were  received  on  the  definitions.  In  some 
instances  amendments  are  made,  in 
others,  none.  Clarifications  have  been 
provided  where  they  were  requested. 

Questions  relating  to  brake  power-as¬ 
sist  units  and  brake  power  luiits  have 
been  raised.  The  distinction  between  the 
two  is  that  a  brake  power-assist  unit  has 
a  push-through  capability,  i.e.,  the  oper¬ 
ator  can  apply  additional  muscular  effort 
and  obtain  braking  action.  A  brake  power 
unit  does  not  hve  this  capability.  If  power 
is  lost,  a  driven  cannot  increase  braking 
force  by  additional  muscular  effort  on 
the  control. 

Some  petitioners  mentioned  units 
which  function  in  both  modes,  i.e.,  as  a 
brake  power  unit  in  one  condition,  and 
as  a  brake  power-assist  unit  in  a  second 
condition.  For  example,  a  imit  may  func¬ 
tion  as  a  brake  power  miit  under  normal 
operating  conditions,  but  when  a  power 
unit  under  normal  operating  conditions, 
but  when  a  power  failure  occurs,  it  oper¬ 
ates  as  a  brake  power-assist  unit.  For 
purposes  of  compliance,  the  failed  mode 
of  operation  would  be  the  critical  mode. 
Therefore,  with  inoperative  power  imits, 
the  test  requirements  should  be  met  de¬ 
pending  on  how  the  system  operates  in 
the  failed  mcxle.  The  example  discussed 


above  would  be  tested  as  a  brake  power- 
assist  unit. 

Hie  definition  of  “brake  proportion¬ 
ing  system”  raised  the  question  whether 
a  fixed  or  variable  system  was  intended. 
The  term  has  been  redesignated  “vari¬ 
able  brake  propwitioning  system”  to  clar¬ 
ify  the  agency’s  intent. 

Hie  definition  of  “lightly  loaded  ve¬ 
hicle”  does  not  specify  an  additional 
weight  allowance  for  a  load  platform  or 
body  to  be  added  to  an  incomplete  ve¬ 
hicle,  but  in  the  opinion  of  some  peti¬ 
tioners  it  should.  Since  the  standard  ap¬ 
plies  to  complete  vehicles,  a  manufac¬ 
turer  must  use  his  discretion  in  applying 
additional  weight  to  incomplete  vehicles, 
taking  into  account  the  resulting  changes 
in  weight  and  center  of  gravity,  when 
providing  information  on  standard  No. 
105a  to  subsequent  multistage  vehicle 
manufacturers. 

Some  manufacturers  questioned  the 
adequacy  of  the  test  surface  specifica¬ 
tion;  the  “skid  number”  produced  by 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Ma¬ 
terials  method  E-274,  using  a  test  trailer 
to  measure  the  coefficient  of  friction.  The 
complaint  was  made  that  the  measure¬ 
ment  results  vary  from  one  trailer  to 
another,  and  vehicle  performance  results 
vary  from  one  surface  to  another  with 
supposedly  the  same  skid  number,  on 
the  order  of  20  percent.  It  was  also 
argued  that  the  ASTM  test  was  qualita¬ 
tively  inadequate,  in  that  it  measured 
sliding  friction  rather  than  peak  or  in¬ 
cipient  friction. 

The  NHTSA  does  not  accept  these 
arguments.  In  the  first  place,  it  should 
be  noted  that  thrust  of  the  manufac¬ 
turers’  arguments  is  not  only  to  abort 
this  rulemaking,  but  to  cast  doubt  on  the 
validity  of  the  existing  braking  standard. 

Whatever  its  shortcomings,  the  ASTM 
test  is  the  only  one  to  the  knowledge  of 
this  agency  that  provides  an  objective 
and  quantitative  measure  of  the  fric¬ 
tional  characteristics  of  a  road  surface, 
and  no  other  was  suggested  by  peti¬ 
tioners.  'The  present  passenger  car  brak¬ 
ing  standard  incorporates  an  SAE 
recommended  practice  (J843d)  that 
specifies  only  a  “dry,  smooth,  hard-sur¬ 
faced  loadway  of  Portland  cement  con¬ 
crete  (or  other  surface  with  equivalent 
coefficient  of  surface  friction)  that  is 
free  from  loose  materials,”  a  far  vaguer 
description. 

furthermore,  the  NHTSA  does  not  find 
the  argument  based  on  variations  in  test 
resvilts  to  be  persuasive.  The  variations 
of  15  and  20  percent  cited  are  extreme 
figures.  With  carefully  calibrated  and 
controlled  test  instruments  and  condi¬ 
tions,  as  specified  in  the  standard,  evi¬ 
dence  before  this  agency  indicates  that 
the  normally  experienced  variations  are 
much  smaller.  Manufacturers  have  at¬ 
tempted  to  impose  a  criterion  of  perfect 
repeatability  on  the  safety  standards. 
Perfect  repeatability,  however,  is  an  il¬ 
lusion.  In  the  “real  world”  of  materials 
testing,  particularly  of  gross  character¬ 
istics  such  as  vehicle  braking  capability 
or  crashworthiness,  variation  in  results 
is  inevitable;  the  question  is  not  whether, 


but  how  much,  variation  is  acceptable. 
Obviously,  the  standard  should  be  de¬ 
signed  to  reasonably  minimize  the  vari¬ 
ability  of  test  results,  from  the  stand¬ 
point  both  of  manufacturing  costs  and 
of  effective  regulation. 

In  this  case,  the  ASTM  method  chosen 
was  developed  in  1965,  and  has  been 
widely  used  since  then  for  the  purpose 
of  vehicle  performance  testing.  More¬ 
over,  it  has  been  in  force  since  1970  in  a 
closely  similar  NHTSA  regulation;  the 
consumer  information  regulation  on  ve¬ 
hicle  stopping  distance  (49  CFR  575.101) , 
under  which  manufacturers  have  been 
required  to  test  their  vehicles’  stopping- 
distance  capabilities,  and  report  them 
to  consumers  and  to  the  NHTSA.  The 
same  statutory  penalties  have  applied 
to  a  failure  to  meet  these  reported 
stopping  distances  when  tested  by  the 
government  as  would  apply  to  a  failure 
to  meet  the  stopping  distance  required 
by  a  standard.  In  light  of  these  factors, 
the  argiunents  that  the  method  for  sp>eci- 
fylng  the  test  surface  is  inadequate  are 
foimd  to  be  without  merit. 

The  NHTSA  also  rejects  the  suggestion 
by  the  Recreational  Vehicle  Institute 
that  this  agency  should  suM>ly  or  meas¬ 
ure  the  test  surface,  because  of  the 
limited  capabilities  of  motor  home  man¬ 
ufacturers.  The  clearly  intended  result 
of  the  National  TrafiQc  and  Motor  Ve¬ 
hicle  Safety  Act  is  that  the  private 
sector  should  bear  the  cost  of  regular 
conformity  and  certification  testing. 
Hiere  is  no  requirement  that  each  ve¬ 
hicle  manufacturer  have  his  own  meas¬ 
ured  test  track.  Small  manufacturers 
can  have  their  vehicles  tested  by  con¬ 
tract  with  testing  companies;  they  can 
use  their  trade  associations  to  arrange 
for  use  of  measured  test  tracks  in  con¬ 
venient  regional  locations;  or  they  can 
work  with  the  chassis  manufacturer  and 
use  his  test  results. 

The  sudden  application  of  force  in  a 
“spike  stop”  is  200  pounds  applied  in  0.08 
second.  Chrysler  Corp.  suggested  a  band 
of  0.05-0.20  seconds  as  permitted  in  SAE 
Recommended  Practice  J229  Service 
Brake  Structural  Integrity  Test  Proce¬ 
dure.  March  1971.  The  purpose  and  legal 
significance  of  a  test  condition  in  a  Fed¬ 
eral  motor  vehicle  safety  standard  are 
different  from  those  of  an  industry  test 
practice,  and  a  band  or  tolerance  as  re¬ 
quested  by  Chrysler  is  inappropriate  and 
unnecessary  in  the  former.  Assuming 
that  a  faster  application  is  more  demand¬ 
ing  of  vehicle  performance,  Clirysler  in 
effect  has  a  band  from  0  to  0.08  second 
for  its  tests,  which  should  be  designed  to 
show  that  the  vehicle  is  capable  of  meet¬ 
ing  the  requirements  with  spike  stops  of 
0.08  second. 

The  definition  of  “stopping  distance” 
varied  from  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
msiking  in  that  the  phrase  “start  of  the 
brake  application”  was  changed  to  “point 
of  application  of  force  to  the  brake  con¬ 
trol”.  Wagner  Electric  Co.  considers  the 
modified  definition  as  more  stringent 
since,  in  its  view,  the  notice  allowed 
both  force  and  movement  while  the 
amendment  allows  only  the  former.  Hie 
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NHTSA  disagrees  with  Wagner.  Both 
versions  refer  purely  to  the  brake  pedal, 
and  not  to  more  remote  parts  of  the  brake 
system.  This  agency  is  unaware  of  any 
measurable  difference  in  time  between 
the  introducticm  of  force  to  the  pedal  and 
the  initiation  of  pedal  movement,  and 
Wagner  has  supplied  no  evidence  to  the 
contrary.  The  modified  wording  has  been 
adopted  for  purposes  of  clarity. 

General  Motors  objected  to  stopping 
distances  as  performance  requirements, 
and  expressed  its  views  that  deceleration 
rates  provide  more  objective  perform¬ 
ance  criteria.  This  represented  a  depart¬ 
ure  from  GM’s  previous  views  that  build 
up  and  maintenance  of  a  fixed  decelera¬ 
tion  depended  upx>n  varying  driver  skills, 
affecting  reproducibility.  The  variety  in 
driver  skills  is  one  reason  the  NHTSA 
considers  measurement  of  a  specified  dis¬ 
tance  more  desirable  than  maintenance 
of  a  fixed  deceleration  rate.  Insertion  ot 
a  fixed  build-up  time  would  introduce  a 
complication.  The  stopping  distances 
specified  do  not  include  a  fixed  build-up 
time  but  instead  allow  use  of  various 
characteristics.  Including  greater  or 
lesser  build-up  times,  as  long  as  the 
vehicle  does  not  exceed  the  stopping  dis¬ 
tance  specified.  A  specified  maximum 
(but  not  fixed)  build-up  time  is  used  in 
fade  tests  where  decelerations  are  speci¬ 
fied.  Further,  the  distances  expressed  in 
standard  No.  105a  are  maximum  dis¬ 
tances,  and  manufacturers  will  necessar¬ 
ily  design  their  vehicles  to  perform  with 
a  margin  within  those  limits,  thus  reduc¬ 
ing  problems  of  objective  measurement. 

4.  Required  stopping  distances  and 
pedal  control  forces. — The  stopping  dis¬ 
tance  values,  in  most  instances,  were  con¬ 
sidered  by  petitioners  to  require  re¬ 
designed  braking  systems.  In  some  cases, 
larger  brake  systems  would  be  required, 
incorperating  front  disc  brakes  with 
pjower  assist  and  larger  rear  drum  brakes. 
Other  vehicles,  particularly  trucks,  buses, 
and  multipurpose  passenger  vehicles, 
would  require  the  addition  of  antilock 
systems  or  brake  proportioning  systems, 
along  with  new  types  of  split  systems  (or 
completely  redundant  systems).  These 
systems,  it  is  alleged,  would  be  required 
to  meet  the  full  system  effectiveness  and 
the  partial  system  effectiveness  require¬ 
ments. 

The  30  ml/h  and  maximum  speed 
stopping  distances  were  considered  too 
stringent  by  most  p>etitioners.  The  very 
short  stops  involved,  along  with  the 
build  up  or  actuation  time  necessary, 
were  the  main  problems  in  the  30-mi/h 
tests.  The  problem  of  the  spreed  sensi¬ 
tivity  of  lining  materials  was  the  main 
factor  noted  in  comments  relating  to  the 
high  speed  and  maximum  spseed  tests. 

For  first  effectiveness  test,  recom¬ 
mended  changes  in  stopping  distances 
ranged  at  30  mi/h  from  no  Increase  to 
an  increase  of  9  ft  for  passenger  cars, 
7  ft  for  light  trucks,  and  20  ft  for  heavy 
trucks.  At  60  ml/h,  requests  for  increases 
of  up  to  17  ft  for  passenger  cars,  7  ft  for 
light  trucks,  and  75  ft  for  heavy  trucks 
were  received.  Two  p>etitioners  suggested 
deleting  heavy  truck  requirements,  either 


to  be  consistent  with  standard  No.  121  or 
until  more  realistic  data  was  available. 

The  second  through  fourth  effective¬ 
ness  tests  were  more  severely  criticized 
by  pjetitioners.  Several  suggested  that 
fourth  effectiveness  test  values  be  In¬ 
creased  to  at  least  those  used  in  the  first 
effectiveness  tests  (involving  increases  of 
5.7,  and  10  ft  at  30  mi/h,  and  changes  of 
20,  26,  and  32  ft  at  60  mi/h,  for  pas¬ 
senger  cars,  light  trucks,  and  heavy 
trucks,  resp)ectively) .  Several  com- 
menters  recommended  deletion  of  tests 
at  spjeeds  greater  than  80  mi/h.  For  light 
and  heavy  trucks,  maximum  sp>eeds  of  60 
to  80  mi/h  were  recommended. 

Certain  modifications  in  stopping  dis¬ 
tances  and  test  spjeeds  have  been  made 
in  respjonse  to  these  comments.  The 
maximum  test  spjeed  for  a  vehicle  with  a 
GVWR  that  exceeds  10,000  pounds  has 
been  reduced  from  80  to  60  ml/h-  The 
maximum  test  spjeed  will  be  100  mi/h, 
spjecified  only  for  those  passenger  cars 
which  attain  a  spjeed  of  104  ml/h  or 
greater  in  2  miles.  If  the  spjeed  that  a 
passenger  car  is  capable  of  attaining  in 
2  miles  is  from  99  to  104  ml/h.  its  maxi¬ 
mum  test  spjeed  will  be  95  mi/h.  Inter¬ 
mediate  test  spjeeds  between  80  and  95 
mi/h,  and  60  and  80  mi/h  have  also  been 
eliminated  for  all  vehicles;  thus  if  a  ve¬ 
hicle’s  top  speed  is  from  84  to  99  mi/h,' 
its  top  test  speed  is  80  ml/ii;  if  the  top 
spjeed  is  from  64  to  84  mi/h,  its  top  test 
spjeed  is  60  mi/h.  Stopping  distances  have 
been  increased  slightly  in  most  instances 
from  those  previously  required:  an  ex¬ 
ample  is  the  second  effectiveness  test 
where  the  60-mi/h  stopping  distance  for 
passenger  cars  at  GVWR  will  be  204  ft 
rather  than  194.  Under  partial  failure 
conditions  at  the  same  spjeed,  the  stop¬ 
ping  distance  for  passenger  cars  has  been 
increased  from  431  to  456  ft. 

Standard  No.  105a  required  stopjs  to 
be  made  at  pedal  forces  that  \j^rled  from 
15  to  100  pounds  at  stops  from  30  ml/h, 
to  20  to  150  pounds  at  stopJS  from  65 
mi/h  or  higher.  Pedal  control  force  values 
were  objected  to  and  requests  for  changes 
were  made,  ranging  from  an  increase  at 
30  mi/h  to  120  pounds  to  an  across  the 
board  Increase  to  150  pounds  maximum 
for  all  tests.  Petitions  were  based  gener¬ 
ally  on  the  need  either  to  allow  higher 
pedal  forces  to  reduce  brake  sensitiv¬ 
ity  or  to  provide  a  simple  single  value 
for  all  tests.  A  change  to  allow  200 
pjounds  of  maximum  pedal  force  on  park¬ 
ing  brake  tests  for  light  trucks  was  also 
requested.  Several  pjetitioners  also  re¬ 
quested  modifications  in  fade  recovery 
test  pedal  force  values. 

The  NHTSA  considers  that  most  of 
these  requests  are  meritorious.  The 
standard  is  being  amended  to  specify  a 
uniform  force  range  of  15  to  150  pounds 
for  all  stops  that  must  be  made  within 
required  stopping  distances,  and  this  will 
be  expressed  as  a  test  condition  in  para¬ 
graph  S6.  However,  the  parking  brake 
test  pedal  forces  must,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  NHTSA  remain  uniform  at  125  and 
90  pounds  (foot  and  hand)  and  the  pjeti- 
tion  on  this  point  is  denied.  General 
Motors  requested  a  force  for  the  fifth 


(final)  fade  recovery  stop  that  is  within 
plus  50  pounds  and  minus  5  pJOunds  or 
minus  40  pjercent  (whichever  is  greater) 
of  the  average  control  force  for  the  base¬ 
line  check.  These  values  are  considered 
too  broad.  Some  relief  is  deemed  war¬ 
ranted,  however,  and  Japjan  Automobile 
Manufacturers  Association’s  suggested 
value  of  minus  10  pjounds  has  been 
adopted. 

5.  Inoperative  power  units. — ^In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  requests  for  clarification 
between  brakepjower  assist  imits  and 
brakepower  imits  pjetitioners  requested 
changes  in  requirements  that  would 
recognize  the  reserve  capjabilities  that 
have  been  designed  into  the  Inopjerative 
mode  of  some  pjower  systems.  These  pjeti- 
tlons  have  been  granted,  and  tests  with 
an  inoperative  brakepower  unit  or  pjower 
assist  unit  have  been  modified  to  allow 
optional  utilization  of  reserve  capabili¬ 
ties  in  stopping.  Under  the  optional  pro¬ 
cedure  a  vehicle  makes  a  series  of  stints 
from  60  mi/h  at  spjecified  decelerations 
when  the  inoperative  unit  is  not  initially 
depleted  of  all  reserve  capjability  and  in 
a  final  stop  within  554  feet  when  the  unit 
has  been  depleted  of  its  reserve. 

6.  Fade  and  recovery  requirements. — 
Standard  No.  105a  required  that  vehicles 
with  a  GVWR  of  10,000  pounda  or  less 
demonstrate  fade  resistance  in  two  fade 
and  recovery  tests  of  10  and  15  stops  each 
from  60  mi/^  at  15  ft/s/s. 

Fade  and  recovery  requirements  were 
considered  extremely  stringent  by  pjeti¬ 
tioners.  Several  pjetitioners  suggested  a 
reversion  to  the  existing  requirements 
with  minor  modifications.  Others  sug¬ 
gested  changes  in  test  weights.  Most  were 
willing  to  accept  the  150-pound  pedal 
force  limitation  If  other  modifications 
propjosed  were  acceptable.  General 
Motors  recommended  that  two  different 
fade  test  procedures  be  adopted,  the  first 
simulating  a  mountain  type  fade  test  at 
GVWR  with  increased  distance  intervals, 
and  the  second  being  similar  to  that 
adopted  except  at  a  reduced  test  load. 

'These  petitions  have  been  deemed  in 
large  part  to  have  merit,  and  the  two 
fade  tests  will  be  revised  to  consist  of  5 
and  10  fade  stops  at  15  ft/s/s,  each 
followed  by  an  additional  5  stops  at  the 
maximum  deceleration  attainable  be¬ 
tween  5  and  15  ft/s/s.  The  fade  test  re¬ 
quirements  for  vehicles  with  a  GVWR  in 
excess  of  10,000  pounds  remains  un¬ 
changed.  However,  no  procedure  simu¬ 
lating  mountain  descents  has  been 
developed,  and  General  Motors’  request 
is  denied.  International  Harvester,  in  the 
fade  test  procedure,  requested  that  the 
time  to  attain  the  required  deceleration 
presently  1  second,  be  increased  to  5 
seconds.  This  request  is  denied,  since  an 
increase  has  been  found  unnecessary. 

7.  Water  recovery. — General  Motors 
petitioned  for  substantial  changes  in  the 
water  recovery  test,  asking  relocation 
within  the  test  sequence,  modified  con¬ 
trol  forces,  and  increased  niunber  of  re¬ 
covery  stops  for  heavy  trucks.  None  of 
these  requests  has  been  found  to  have 
merit.  A  change  in  sequence  would  neces¬ 
sitate  reevaluation  of  the  effect  of  the 
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standard  with  a  possible  consequent  fur¬ 
ther  delay  in  the  effective  date. 

8.  Spike  stops. — With  regard  to  the 
spike  stop  requirements.  Bendix  re¬ 
quested  that  the  stopping  distance  for 
the  effectiveness  (check)  stops,  be  the 
equivalent  of  the  first  effectiveness  test 
rather  than  that  of  the  other  effective¬ 
ness  tests.  The  request  has  merit,  and  the 
stopping  distance  requirements  of  the 
first  effectiveness  test  have  been  adopted. 

General  Motor  requested  that  for  the 
spike  stop  test  manufacturers  be  allowed 
to  use  separate  vehicles  not  used  in  the 
other  tests,  while  Harvester  requested  a 
reduction  in  stopping  speed  from  60  mi/h 
to  30  mi/h.  Because  of  the  changes  in 
stopping  distance  that  have  been 
adopted,  no  further  relief  is  deemed 
necessary  and  the  petitions  are  denied. 

0.  Parking  brake  systems. — The  park¬ 
ing  brake  system  requirements,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  lightly  loaded  vehicle  condi¬ 
tion,  were  objected  to  as  violating  the 
laws  of  physics.  As  mentioned  earlier, 
petitioners  generally  requested  inclusion 
of  a  “limit  of  traction”  condition.  Ve¬ 
hicles  with  a  great  range  of  loading  con¬ 
ditions  are  allegedly  incapable  of  hold¬ 
ing  on  grades  specified  in  the  require¬ 
ments  (20  percent  or  30  percent).  Par¬ 
ticular  stress  was  placed  on  brake  hold¬ 
ing  capability  on  a  75  skid  number  sur¬ 
face.  One  commenter  requested  that  the 
same  requirements  apply  to  all  vehicles, 
claiming  it  unrealistic  for  light  vehicles 
to  meet  the  30-percent  grade  require¬ 
ment  while  heavy  vehicles  only  had  to 
meet  a  20-percent  requirement,  and  sug¬ 
gested  use  of  a  Swedish  standard  (16- 
percent  grade,  110  poimds  of  foot  brake 
force,  88  pounds  of  hand  brake  force). 
Ford  requested  allowance  for  use  of  a 
multistroke  parking  brake  application. 
American  Motors  Corp.,  requested  rein¬ 
statement  of  existing  standard  No.  105 
requirements.  General  Motors  and 
Chrysler  objected  to  the  requirement  that 
the  parking  brake  be  of  a  “friction  type” 
which  they  considered  design  restrictive, 
prohibiting  other  acceptable  parking 
brake  systems. 

The  parking  brake  system  test  remains 
substantially  as  adopted.  The  perform¬ 
ance  requirements  have  been  found 
feasible  with  present  technology.  A 
multistroke  application  is  permissible, 
and  limit  of  traction  language  has  been 
added  to  the  30-percent  grade  require¬ 
ment,  to  eliminate  the  irrelevant  prob¬ 
lem  of  tire  slippage.  The  requirement 
for  a  friction-type  parking  brake  is  also 
retained.  In  a  case  of  complete  loss  of 
service  brake  capability,  a  friction-type 
parking  brake  furnishes  a  residual  stop¬ 
ping  capability  for  a  moving  vehicle  that 
is  absent  in  a  pawl-type  system  (such  as 
the  “park”  position  transmission  stop). 
If  the  phrase  “friction  type”  appears  de¬ 
sign  restrictive  of  other  types  of  park¬ 
ing  brake  systems  that  would  provide 
equivalent  capability,  this  agency  will 
be  receptive  to  suggestions  for  substitute 
language,  with  adequate  supporting 
information. 

Wagner  petitioned  for  deletion  of  the 
parking  brake  test  with  the  vehicle  at 


lightly  loaded  weight.  This  request  is 
denied  as  the  NHTSA  believes  that  ve¬ 
hicles  are  frequently  parked  in  a  lightly 
loaded  condition,  and  that  a  test  should 
therefore  be  run  at  this  vehicle  weight. 

10.  Indicator  lamps. — The  standard  has 
been  amended  so  that  indicator  lamps 
may  now  be  activated  as  a  check  of  lamp 
fimction  when  the  ignition  is  in  the  on 
position  and  the  engine  is  not  running, 
or  in  any  position  between  on  and  start 
that  is  designated  by  the  manufacturer 
as  a  check  position.  Ford  petitioned  that 
the  brake  fluid  level  indicator  be  deleted, 
but  its  request  is  denied  as  the  NHTSA 
has  determined  that  a  warning  should  be 
provided  in  the  event  of  slow  leaks.  Con¬ 
versely,  Mercedes-Benz  of  North  America 
petitioned  for  deletion  of  the  pressure 
differential  warning,  alleging  that  the 
fluid  level  indicator  is  sufficient.  This, 
too,  is  denied,  as  the  fluid  level  indicator 
will  not  indicate  pressure  failure  imtil  the 
fluid  is  at  the  level  specified  for  a  warn¬ 
ing,  an  entirely  different  function.  Sev¬ 
eral  petitions  asked  that  the  200-lb/in® 
brake  fluid  pressure  level  be  adopted 
(this  had  been  proposed  in  notice  1  for 
measurement  at  master  or  slave  cylinder 
outlets),  and  these  petitions  have  been 
granted.  In  response  to  several  petitions, 
the  illxunination  provided  when  an  in¬ 
dicator  lamp  is  activated  may  be  flashing 
as  well  as  steady-burning. 

11.  Reservoirs. — In  the  requirements 
for  the  master  cylinder  reservoir,  clarifi¬ 
cations  have  been  provided  in  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  a  fully  worn,  fully  applied 
lining  position.  Reservoir  labeling  has 
been  modified  to  require  color  contrasts 
of  printed  labels  only,  the  contrast  in 
lettering  and  background  on  stamped  or 
embossed  labels  deemed  a  sufficient  con¬ 
trast  in  those  instances.  General  Motors 
as.serted  that  the  reservoir  capacity  re¬ 
quirements  were  unnecessary  in  light  of 
the  requirement  for  a  fluid  level  indica¬ 
tor,  and  petitioned  that  the  requirements 
be  deleted.  The  petition  is  denied;  the 
volume  requirements  are  necessary  to 
provide  sufficient  fluid  for  a  full  range  of 
brake  travel. 

12.  Test  conditions. — The  specified  test 
load  of  50  to  725  Ibs/ft®  has  been  refined 
by  assigning  density  distribution  to  vari¬ 
ous  vehicle  areas,  for  example  50  to  125 
Ibs/ft’  in  the  seating  area  of  all  vehicles. 
Several  manufacturers  requested  that  the 
transmission  selector  control  be  in  gear 
during  all  test  decelerations,  alleging 
that  the  neutral  position  is  not  repre¬ 
sentative  of  consumer  usage.  These  re¬ 
quests  are  denied.  Deceleration  in  gear 
by  adding  driveline  drag  masks  the  true 
effectiveness  of  the  brake  system.  Com¬ 
ments  w’ere  also  directed  to  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  lockups,  generally  alleging 
inconsistency  with  standard  No.  121. 
These  comments  had  merit,  and  the  test 
condition  has  been  amended  to  allow 
lockups  during  spike  stops,  partial  failure 
stops  and  inoperative  brake  power  or 
pow'er  assist  unit  stops.  On  the  other 
hand,  a  request  to  allow  more  than  one 
locked  wheel  Is  denied.  Provision  has  been 
made  for  installation  of  a  second  thermo¬ 
couple  at  the  beginning  of  the  test  se¬ 


quence  if  the  lining  wear  is  expected  to 
reach  a  point  causing  the  first  thermo¬ 
couple  to  contact  the  metal  rubbing  sur¬ 
face  of  a  drum  or  rotor.  Since  the  brake 
control  forces  have  been  modified  to  a 
imiform  range  of  15  to  150  lbs.,  except  as 
otherwise  specified,  control  forces  have 
been  added  to  the  list  of  test  conditions. 

13.  Test  procedures  and  sequence. — 
Most  American  manufacturers  and  sup¬ 
pliers  commented  on  the  severity  of  the 
sequential  procedure,  with  arguments  of 
the  following  nature:  The  high  speed  ef¬ 
fectiveness  tests  early  in  the  sequence  re¬ 
sult  in  changes  in  lining  characteristics 
which,  in  turn,  affect  the  capability  of  the 
vehicles  to  comply  with  parking  brake 
and  partial  systems  requirements.  Since 
no  rebumish  is  allowed  until  after  the 
first  fade  test,  additional  lining  deteriora¬ 
tion  occurs  as  light  load  tests  and  fade 
tests  are  nm.  When  final  effectiveness 
tests  are  run,  organic  linings  (normally 
used  in  today’s  vehicles)  have  deterio¬ 
rated  appreciably.  This  sequential  test¬ 
ing,  without  reconditioning  at  intervals, 
results  in  brake  torque  balance  changes 
as  the  test  sequence  progresses.  To  offset 
these  changes  ond  to  enable  a  vehicle  to 
go  through  compliance  tests  satisfac¬ 
torily,  many  vehicles  would  have  to  be 
designed  with  an  initial  high  rear  brake 
capacity.  This  results  in  an  xmsafe  early 
rear  brake  lockup,  particularly  at  the 
initial  light  load  test.  As  the  sequence 
progresses,  brake  balance  shifts  toward  a 
more  reasonable  balance,  where  all 
wheels  approach  lockup  at  or  near  same 
PK>int.  A  brake  balance  which  is  designed 
initially  for  GVWR  test  conditions  to 
meet  standard  105a  requirements,  would 
be  dangerous  to  consumers  for  normal 
usage  at  2  to  3  passenger  loads  due  to  rear 
wheel  lockup  and  resultant  uncon¬ 
trollable  skids.  Recommendations  by 
petitioners  generally  favored  less  testing 
at  GVWR,  reduced  maximum  test  speeds, 
lessened  fade  requirements,  and  lessened 
final  effectiveness  requirements.  The 
various  changes  would  allow  design  of  a 
brake  system  more  suitable  to  normal 
consumer  usage  rather  than  the  usage 
encountered  in  105a  tests.  Ford  recom¬ 
mended  some  changes  in  sequence  but 
submitted  a  procedure  incorporating  the 
105a  sequence  with  modified  performance 
requirements.  General  Motors  suggested 
a  drastically  revised  sequence  along  with 
reduced  performance  requirements.  Sev¬ 
eral  petitioners  recommended  additional 
burnish  stops  and  adjustments  at  several 
points,  generally  after  each  effectiveness 
series.  Ford  proposed  a  200  stop  addi¬ 
tional  burnish  after  the  second  fade  test. 

In  responding  to  petitions  for  recon¬ 
sideration,  the  NHTSA  has  not  modified 
the  sequence  of  the  test  procedure.  Rec¬ 
ognizing  the  validity  of  many  of  the 
comments,  the  NHTSA  instead  has  ad¬ 
justed  all  vehicle  performance  values  to 
more  closely  correlate  sequential  testing 
with  normal  everyday  driving  perform¬ 
ance.  This  has  been  accomplished  by: 
(1)  Reducing  the  high  speed  perform¬ 
ance  requirements,  (2)  eliminating  high 
speed  performance  requirements  at  early 
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sequence  test  points  and  retaining  them 
only  in  the  last  effectiveness  test,  (3) 
allowing  extra  burnish  stops  for  recondi¬ 
tioning  of  the  lining  mateiials,  (4)  modi¬ 
fying  fade  performance  requirements, 
(5)  allowing  a  broader  range  of  control 
force  requirements  while  maintaining  a 
maximum  force  limit  of  150  lb,  (6)  allow¬ 
ing  extra  adjustments  of  the  brake  sys¬ 
tem  during  the  test  sequence  to  provide 
more  optimum  brake  performance,  (7) 
modifying  fade  and  wet-brake  control 
force  requirements  to  allow  a  broader 
range  of  forces  without  allowing  a  range 
that  might  produce  severe  over-  or 
under-recovery.  These  modifications  are 
Intended  to  allow  manufacturers  to  de¬ 
sign  braking  systems  with  a  balance  that 
will  provide  satisfactory  overall  perform¬ 
ance. 

At  Ford’s  request,  the  general  test  pro¬ 
cedure  instructions  have  been  modified 
to  require  lockout  of  automatic  adjusters 
prior  to  burnish  and  for  the  remainder 
of  the  test  sequence. 

For  the  pret^t  instrumentation  check, 
requests  were  received  to  specify  a  mini¬ 
mum  number  of  instrumentation  check 
stops  or  snubs,  as  well  as  the  presently 
specified  maximum.  Such  a  specification 
would,  however,  be  meaningless.  With 
the  maximum  niunber  specified,  each 
manufacturer  knows  precisely  the  “worst 
case”  that  his  vehicles  must  be  designed 
for,  and  should  test  his  vehicles  at  or 
above  that  level. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  49 
CPR  571.105a,  Motor  Vehicle  Safety 
Standard  No.  105a,  is  revised  to  read  as 
set  forth  below. 

Effective  date. — September  1,  1975. 
Because  these  amendments  relate  to  a 
standard  that  is  effective  September  1, 
1975,  it  has  been  determined  for  good 
cause  shown  that  an  effective  date  later 
than  180  days  after  issuance  is  in  the 
public  interest. 

(Secs.  103,  119,  Public  Law  89-563,  80  Stst. 
718,  IS  UJ3.C.  1392,  1407;  delegation  of  au¬ 
thority  at  38  FR  12147.) 

Issued  on  May  11,  1973. 

James  E.  Wilson, 
Associate  Administrator, 
Traffic  Safety  Programs. 

§  571.105a  Standard  No»  105a;  hy¬ 
draulic  brake  systems. 

51.  Scope. — This  standard  specifies  re¬ 
quirements  for  hydraulic  service  brake 
and  associated  parking  brake  systems. 

52.  Purpose. — The  purpose  of  this 
standard  is  to  insure  safe  braking  per¬ 
formance  vmder  normal  and  emergency 
conditions. 

53.  Application. — This  standard  ap- 
V  plies  to  passenger  cars,  multipurpose  pas¬ 
senger  vehicles,  trucks,  and  buses^  equip- 
[>ed  with  hydraulic  service  brake  systems. 

54.  Definitions. — “Antilock  system” 
means  a  piortion  of  a  service  brake  sys¬ 
tem  that  automatically  controls  the  de¬ 
gree  of  rotational  wheel  slip  at  one  or 
more  road  wheels  of  the  vehicle  during 
braking. 

“Brakep>ower  assist  unit”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  Installed  in  a  hydraulic  brake  S3^- 


tem  that  reduces  the  operator  effort  re¬ 
quired  to  actuate  the  system,  and  that 
if  inoperative  does  not  prevent  the  op¬ 
erator  from  braking  the  vehicle  by  a  con¬ 
tinued  application  of  muscular  force  cm 
the  service  brake  control. 

“Brakepower  unit”  means  a  device  in¬ 
stalled  in  a  brake  system  that  provides 
the  energy  required  to  actuate  the 
brakes,  either  directly  or  indirectly 
through  an  auxiliary  device,  with  the  op¬ 
erator  action  consisting  only  of  modulat¬ 
ing  the  energy  application  level. 

“Hydraulic  brake  system”  means  a 
system  that  uses  hydraulic  fluid  as  a 
medium  for  transmitting  force  from  a 
service  brake  control  to  the  service  brake, 
and  that  may  incorporate  a  brakepower 
assist  unit,  or  a  brakepower  imlt. 

“Initial  brake  temperature”  means  the 
average  temperature  of  the  service 
brakes  on  the  hottest  axle  of  the  vehicle 
0.2  mi  before  any  brake  application. 

“Lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight”  means: 

(a)  For  vehicles  with  a  GVWR  of  10,- 
000  lb  or  less,  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
plus  300  lb.  (including  driver  and  in¬ 
strumentation)  ; 

(b)  For  vehicles  with  a  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  lb,  unloaded  vehicle  weight 
plus  500  lb  (including  driver  and  instru¬ 
mentation). 

“Parking  mechanism”  means  a  com¬ 
ponent  or  subsystem  of  the  drive  train 
that  locks  the  drive  train  when  the 
transmission  control  is  placed  in  a  park¬ 
ing  or  other  gear  position  and  the  igni¬ 
tion  key  is  removed. 

“Pressure  component”  means  a  brake 
system  component  that  contains  the 
brake  system  fluid  and  controls  or  senses 
the  fluid  pressure. 

“Skid  number”  means  the  frictional 
resistance  of  a  pavement  measm^  in 
accordance  with  American  Society  for 
Testing  and  Materials  Method  E^-274- 
65T  at  40  ml/h,  omitting  water  delivery 
as  specified  in  paragraph  7.1  of  that 
method. 

“Snub’'  means  the  braking  decelera¬ 
tion  of  a  vehicle  from  a  higher  reference 
speed  to  a  lower  reference  speed  that  is 
greater  than  zero. 

“Speed  attainable  in  2  ml”  means  the 
speed  attainable  by  accelerating  at  maxi¬ 
mum  rate  from  a  standing  start  for  2 
ml  on  a  level  surface. 

“Spike  stop”  means  a  stop  resulting 
from  the  application  of  200  lbs  of  force 
on  the  service  brake  control  in  0.08  s. 

“Split  service  brake  system”  means  a 
brake  system  consisting  of  two  or  more 
subsystems  actuated  by  a  single  control 
designed  so  that  a  leakage-type  failure 
of  a  pressure  component  in  a  single  sub¬ 
system  (except  structural  failure  of  a 
housing  that  is  common  to  two  or  more 
subsystems)  shall  not  impair  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  any  other  subsystem. 

“Stopping  distance”  means  the  dis¬ 
tance  traveled  by  a  vehicle  from  the  point 
of  application  of  force  to  the  brake  con¬ 
trol  to  the  point  at  which  the  vehicle 
reaches  a  fuU  stop. 

“Variable  proportioning  brake  system” 
means  a  system  that  automatically  ad¬ 
justs  the  braking  force  at  the  axles  to 


compensate  for  vehicle  static  axle  load¬ 
ing  and/or  dsmamic  weight  transfer  be¬ 
tween  axles  during  deceleration. 

S5  Requirements. 

55.1  Service  brake  system. — Each  ve¬ 
hicle  shall  be  manufactured  with  a  split 
service  brake  system,  and  shall  be  capable 
of  meeting  the  requirements  of  S5.1.1 
through  S5.1.6,  under  the  conditions 
specified  in  S6,  when  tested  according  to 
the  procedures  and  in  the  sequence  in  S7. 
Except  as  noted  in  S5.1.1.2  and  S5.1.1.4, 
if  a  vehicle  is  incapable  of  attaining  a 
speed  specified  in  S5.1.1,  S5.1.2,  S5.1.3, 
or  S5.1.6,  its  service  brakes  shall  be  capa¬ 
ble  of  stopping  the  vehicle  frwn  the  mul¬ 
tiple  of  5  mi/h,  that  is  4  to  8  mi/h  less 
than  the  speed  attainable  in  2  miles, 
within  distances  -that  do  not  exceed  the 
corresponding  distances  specified  in  table 
n.  If  a  vehicle  is  incapable  of  attaining 
a  speed  specified  in  S5.1.4  in  the  time  or 
distance  interval  set  forth,  it  shall  be 
tested  at  the  highest  ^eed  attainable  in 
the  time  or  distance  interval  specified. 

85. 1.1  Stopping  distance. — The  serv¬ 
ice  brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping 
each  vehicle  in  four  effectiveness  tests 
within  the  distances,  and  from  the  speeds 
specified  below. 

55.1.1.1  In  the  first  (prebumished) 
effectiveness  test,  the  vehicle  shall  be 
capable  of  stopping  from  30  and  60  mi/h 
within  the  corresponding  distances 
specified  in  column  I  of  table  II. 

85.1.1.2  In  the  second  effectiveness 
test,  the  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of 
stopping  from  30,  and  60  mi/h  within  the 
corresponding  distances  specified  In 
column  n  of  table  n.  If  the  speed  attain¬ 
able  in  2  miles  is  not  less  than  84  mi/h, 
the  vehicle  shall  also  be  capable  of  stop¬ 
ping  from  80  mi/h  within  the  corre¬ 
sponding  distance  specified  in  column 
n  of  table  n. 

85.1.1.3  In  the  third  effectiveness 
test  the  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of  stop¬ 
ping  at  lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight 
from  60  ml/h  within  the  corresponding 
distance  specified  in  column  HI  of  table 

n, 

85.1.1.4  In  the  fourth  effectiveness 
test,  the  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of  stop¬ 
ping  from  30  and  60  mi/h  within  the 
corresponding  distances  specified  in 
column  I  of  table  II.  If  the  speed  attain¬ 
able  in  2  miles  is  from  84  to  (but  not 
including)  99  mi/h  the  vehicle  shall  also 
be  capable  of  stopping  from  80  mi/h 
within  the  corresponding  distance  speci¬ 
fied  in  column  I  of  table  n. 

If  the  speed  attainable  in  2  miles  is 
not  less  than  99  ml/h,  the  vehicle  shall 
also  be  capable  of  stopping  from  the 
applicable  speed  attainable  indicated 
below,  within  the  corresponding  distance 
specified  in  column  I  of  table  n. 

speed  attainable  In  Required  to 

2  miles  (ml/h) :  stop  from  (mi/h) 


99  to  (but  not  Including)  104 _  95 

104  or  more _  100 


85.1.2  Partial  failure. — ^In  the  event 
of  a  rupture  or  leakage  type  of  failure  in 
a  single  subsystem,  other  than  a  struc¬ 
tural  failure  of  a  housing  that  is  common 
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to  two  or  more  subsystems,  the  remain¬ 
ing  portion (s)  of  the  service  brake  sys¬ 
tem  shall  continue  to  operate,  and  shall 
be  capable  of  stopping  a  vehicle  from 
60  mi  h  within  the  corresponding  dis¬ 
tance  specified  in  column  IV  of  table  n. 

S5.1.3  Inoperative  brake  power  assist 
unit  or  brake  power  unit. — The  service 
brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  a 
vehicle  equipped  with  one  or  more  brake 
power  assist  units  or  brake  power  units 
as  specified  in  either  S5. 1.3.1  or  S5. 1.3.2 
(if  equipped  with  brake  power  assist 
units),  and  either  S5. 1.3.1  or  S5. 1.3.3 
(if  equipped  with  brake  power  units). 

55.1.3.1  The  service  brakes  on  a  ve¬ 
hicle  equipped  with  one  or  more  brake 
power  assist  units  or  brake  power  units, 
with  one  such  unit  inoperative  and  de¬ 
pleted  of  all  reserve  capabihty,  shall  be 
capable  of  stopping  a  vehicle  from  60 
mi/'h  within  the  corresponding  distance 
specified  in  column  IV  of  table  II. 

55. 1.3.2  Brake  power  assist  units. — 
The  service  brakes  on  a  vehicle  equipped 
with  one  or  more  brake  power  assist 
units,  with  one  such  unit  inoperative, 
shall  be  capable  of  stopping  a  vehicle 
from  60  mi/h: 

(a)  In  six  consecutive  stops  at  an  aver¬ 
age  deceleration  for  each  stop  that  is 
not  lower  than  that  specified  in  column 
I  of  table  m,  when  the  inoperative  unit 
is  not  initially  depleted  of  all  reserve 
capability;  and 

(b)  In  a  final  stop,  in  a  distance  that 
does  not  exceed  554  ft,  when  the  inop¬ 
erative  imit  is  depleted  of  all  reserve  ca¬ 
pability. 

55.1.3.3  Brake  power  units. — (a)  The 
service  brakes  of  a  vehicle  eqtiipped  with 
one  or  more  brake  power  units  with  an 
accumulator-type  reserve  system,  with 
one  such  unit  inoperative,  shall  be  ca¬ 
pable  of  stopping  the  vehicle  from  60 
mi/h: 

(i)  In  10  consecutive  stops  at  an  aver¬ 
age  deceleration  for  each  stop  that  is  not 
lower  than  that  specified  in  column  2  of 
table  in,  when  the  inoperative  unit  is 
not  initially  depleted  of  all  reserve  ca¬ 
pability;  and 

(ii)  In  a  final  stop,  in  a  distance  that 
does  not  exceed  554  ft,  when  the  inop¬ 
erative  unit  is  depleted  of  all  reserve 
capability. 

(b)  The  service  brakes  of  a  vehicle 
equipped  with  one  or  more  brake  power 
units  with  a  backup  type  system,  shall 
be  capable  of  stopping  the  vehicle  from 
60  mi/h  in  15  consecutive  stops  at  an 
average  deceleration  for  each  stop  that 
is  not  lower  than  12  ft/s/s. 

S5.1.4  Fade  and  recovery. — The  serv¬ 
ice  brakes  shali  be  capable  of  stopping 
each  vehicle  in  two  fade  and  recovery 
tests  as  specified  below. 

55.1.4.1  Hie  control  force  used  for 
the  baseline  check  stops  or  snubs  shall 
be  not  less  than  15  lbs,  nor  more  than 
60  lbs. 

55.1.4.2  (a)  Each  vehicle  with 
GVWR  of  10,000  lbs  or  less  shall  be 
capable  of  making  5  fade  stops  (10  fade 
stops  on  the  second  test)  from  60  mi/h 
at  an  average  decel^'ation  not  lower  than 
15  ft/s/s  for  each  stop,  followed  by  5 


fade  stops  at  the  maximum  deceleration 
attainable  from  5  to  15  ft/s/s. 

(b)  Each  vehicle  with  a  GVWR 
greater  than  10,000  pounds  shall  be  capa¬ 
ble  of  making  10  fade  snubs  (20  fade 
snubs  on  the  second  test)  from  40  mi/h 
to  20  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  snub. 

S5.1.4.3  (a)  Each  vehicle  with  a 

GVWR  of  10,000  pounds  or  less  shall  be 
capable  of  making  five  recovery  stops 
from  30  ml/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  stop 
with  a  control  force  for  the  fifth  recovery 
stop  that  is  within  plus  20  pounds  and 
minus  10  pounds  or  minus  40  percent 
(whichever  is  greater)  of  the  average 
control  force  for  the  baseline  check. 

(b)  Each  vehicle  with  a  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  poimds  shall  be  capable  of 
making  five  recovery  snubs  from  40  mi/h 
to  20  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  snub, 
with  a  control  force  for  the  fifth  snub 
that  is  within  plus  20  pounds  and  minus 
10  pounds  or  minus  40  percent  (which¬ 
ever  is  greater)  of  the  average  control 
force  for  the  baseline  check. 

S5.1.5  Water  recovery. — The  service 
brakes  shall  be  capable  of  stopping  each 
vehicle  in  a  water  recovery  test,  as 
specified  below. 

55.1 .5.1  The  control  force  used  for  the 
baseline  check  stops  shall  be  not  less  than 
15  pounds  nor  more  than  60  pounds. 

55. 1.5.2  After  being  driven  for  2  min¬ 
utes  at  a  speed  of  5  mi/h  In  any  combina¬ 
tion  of  forward  and  reverse  directions 
through  trough  having  a  water  depth  of 
6  inches,  each  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of 
making  five  recovery  stops  from  30 
mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  stop  with  a 
control  force  for  the  fifth  recovery  stop 
that  is  within  plus  30  poimds  and  minus 
10  pounds  or  minus  40  percent  (which¬ 
ever  is  greater)  of  the  average  control 
force  for  the  baseline  check. 

S5.1.8  Spike  stops. — ^Each  vehicle 
shall  be  capable  of  making  10  spike  stops 
from  30  ml/h,  followed  by  6  effectiveness 
(check)  stops  from  60  mi/h,  at  least  one 
of  which  shall  be  within  a  corresponding 
stopping  distance  specified  in  colunm  I 
of  table  n. 

55.2  Parking  brake  system. — Each 
vehicle  shall  be  manufactured  with  a 
parking  brake  system  of  a  friction  type 
with  a  solely  mechanical  means  to  retain 
engagement,  which  shall  imder  the  con¬ 
ditions  of  S6,  when  tested  according  to 
the  procedures  specified  in  87,  meet  the 
requirements  specified  In  85.2.1,  85.2.3, 
or  85.2.3  as  applicable,  when  the  system 
is  engaged  with  a  force  applied  to  the 
control  not  to  exceed  125  pounds  for  a 
foot-operated  system  and  ^  pounds  for 
a  hand-operated  system. 

85.2.1  Except  as  provided  in  85.2.2, 
the  parking  brake  system  on  each  pas¬ 
senger  car,  and  on  each  multipurpose 
passenger  vehicle,  truck  or  bus,  with  a 
GVWR  of  10,000  poimds  or  less,  shall  be 
capable  of  holding  the  vehicle  stationary 
(to  the  limit  of  traction  of  the  braked 
wheels)  for  5  minutes,  in  both  a  forward 
and  reverse  direction  on  a  30  percent 
grade. 

85.2.2  A  vehicle  of  a  type  described  In 

85.2.1  at  the  option  of  the  manufacturer 
may  meet  the  requirements  of  85.2.2.1, 


85.2.2.2,  and  85.2.2.3  instead  of  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  85.2.1  if: 

(a)  The  vehicle  has  a  transmission  or 
transmission  control  which  incorporates 
a  parking  mechanism,  and 

(b)  The  parking  mechanism  must  be 
engaged  before  the  ignition  key  can  be 
removed. 

85.2.2.1  The  vehicle’s  parking  brake 
and  parking  mechanism,  when  both  are 
engaged,  shall  be  capable  of  holding  the 
vehicle  stationary  (to  the  limit  of  trac¬ 
tion  of  the  braked  wheels)  for  5  minutes, 
in  both  forward  and  reverse  directions, 
on  a  30  percent  grade. 

85.2.2.2  The  vehicle’s  parking  brake, 
with  the  parking  mechanism  not  en¬ 
gaged,  shall  be  capable  of  holding  the 
vehicle  stationary  for  5  minutes,  in  both 
forward  and  reverse  directions,  on  a  20 
percent  grade. 

85.2.2.3  With  the  parking  mechanism 
engaged  and  the  parking  brake  not  en- 
g^ed,  the  parking  mechanism  shall  not 
disengage  or  fracture  in  a  manner  per¬ 
mitting  vehicle  movement,  when  the 
vehicle  is  impacted  at  each  end,  on  a 
level  surface,  by  a  barrier  moving  at 
2V2  mi/h. 

85.2.3  ’The  parking  brake  system  on 
each  multipurpose  passenger  vehicle, 
truck,  or  bus,  with  a  GVWR  greater  than 
10,000  pounds,  shall  be  capable  of  hold¬ 
ing  the  vehicle  stationary  for  5  minutes, 
in  both  forward  and  reverse  directions, 
on  a  20  percent  grade. 

85.3  Brake  system  indicator  lamp. — 
Each  vehicle  shall  have  one  or  more 
brake  system  indicator  lamps,  mounted 
in  front  of  and  in  clear  view  of  the  driver, 
which  meet  the  requirements  of  85.3.1 
through  85.3.5. 

85.3.1  An  indicator  lamp  shall  be 
activated  when  the  ignition  (start) 
switch  is  in  the  “on”  (run)  position  and 
whenever  any  of  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  occur: 

(a)  A  pressure  failure  in  any  part  of 
the  service  brake  system,  other  than  a 
structural  failure  of  a  housing  that  is 
common  to  two  or  more  subsystems,  be¬ 
fore  or  upon  application  of  either  (1)  a 
line  pressure  of  not  more  than  200  Ib/in’ 
measured  at  a  master  cylinder  outlet  (or 
at  a  slave  cylinder  outlet  if  the  master 
cylinder  controls  a  slave  cylinder  at  a 
booster  unit) ,  or  (2)  50  pounds  of  control 
force  upon  a  fully  manual  servi(;e  brake, 
or  (3)  25  pounds  of  control  force  upon  a 
service  brake  with  a  brake  power  assist 
unit,  or  (4)  when  the  supply  pressure 
in  a  brake  power  unit  drops  to  a  level 
not  less  than  one-half  of  the  normal  sys¬ 
tem  pressure. 

(b)  A  drop  in  the  level  of  brake  fluid 
in  a  master  cylinder  reservoir  to  less 
than  the  recommended  safe  level  speci¬ 
fied  by  the  manufacturer,  or  to  not  less 
than  one-fourth  the  fluid  reservoir  ca¬ 
pacity  in  any  reservoir  compartment, 
whichever  is  greater. 

(c)  A  total  functional  electrical 
failure  in  an  antilock  or  variable  propor¬ 
tioning  brake  system. 

(d)  Application  of  the  parking  brake. 

85.3.2  All  Indicator  lamps  shall  be 
activated  as  a  check  of  lamp  function 
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either  when  the  ignition  (start)  switch 
is  turned  to  the  “on”  (run)  position 
when  the  engine  is  not  running,  or  when 
the  ignition  (start)  switch  is  in  a  posi¬ 
tion  between  “on"  (run)  and  “start” 
that  is  designated  by  the  manufacturer 
as  a  check  position. 

55.3.3  Each  indicator  lamp  activated 
due  to  a  condition  specified  in  S.5.3.1 
shall  remain  activated  as  long  as  the 
condition  exists,  whenever  the  ignition 
(start)  switch  is  in  the  “on”  (nm)  posi¬ 
tion,  whether  or  not  the  engine  is  nm- 
ning. 

55.3.4  When  an  indicator  lamp  is 
activated  it  may  be  steady  burning  or 
flashing. 

55.3.5  Each  indicator  lamp  shall  have 
a  lens  labeled  in  letters  not  less  than 
%-lnch  high,  which  shall  be  legible  to 
the  driver  in  daylight  when  lighted.  The 
lens  and  the  letters  shall  have  contrast¬ 
ing  colors,  one  of  which  is  red.  If  a  single 
common  indicator  is  used,  the  lens  shall 
be  labeled  “Brake”.  If  separate  indicator 
lamps  are  used  for  one  or  more  of  the 
various  functions  described  in  S5.3.1(a) 
to  S5.3.1(d),  the  lens  shall  include  the 
word  “Brake”  preceded  by  appropriate 
labeling,  e.g.,  “Park”,  “Service”.  An  anti- 
lock  system  may  have  a  separate  lens 
labeled  “Antilock”,  in  letters  not  less 
than  one-eighth  of  an  inch  high,  which 
shall  be  legible  to  the  driver  in  daylight 
when  lighted,  if  the  indicator  is  used  only 
for  the  antilock  system.  The  lens  and 
the  letters  shall  have  contrasting  colors, 
one  of  which  is  yellow. 

S5.4  Reservoirs. 

55.4.1  Master  cylinder  reservoirs. — A 
master  cylinder  shall  have  a  reservoir 
compartment  for  each  service  brake  sub¬ 
system  serviced  by  the  master  cylinder. 
Loss  of  fluid  from  one  compartment 
shall  not  result  in  a  complete  loss  of 
brake  fluid  from  another  compartment. 

55.4.2  Reservoir  capacity. — Each  res¬ 
ervoir  compartment,  whether  for  master 
cylinders  or  other  type  systems,  shall 
have  a  minimum  capacity  equivalent  to 
the  fluid  displacement  resulting  when  all 
the  wheel  cylinders  or  caliper  pistons 
serviced  by  the  reservoir  move  from  a 
new  lining,  fully  retracted  position  (as 
adjusted  initially  to  the  manufacturer’s 
recommended  setting)  to  a  fully  worn, 
fuUy  applied  position,  as  determined  in 
accordance  with  S7. 18(c)  of  this  stand¬ 
ard.  Each  brake  power  unit  reservoir 
servicing  only  the  brake  system  shall 
have  a  minimum  capacity  equivalent  to 
the  fluid  displacement  requir^  to  charge 
the  system  piston(s)  or  accumulator (s) 
to  normal  operating  pressure  plus  the 
displacement  resulting  when  all  the 
wheel  cylinders  or  caliper  pistons  serv¬ 
iced  by  the  reservoir  or  accumulator (s) 
move  from  a  new  lining  fully  retracted 
position  (as  adjusted  initially  to  the 
manufacturer’s  recommended  setting)  to 
a  fully  worn,  fully  applied  position. 

55.4.3  Reservoir  labeling. — Each  ve¬ 

hicle  shall  have  a  brake  fluid  warning 
statement  that  reads  as  follows,  in  letters 
at  least  one-eighth  of  an  inch  high: 
“WARNING,  Clean  filler  cap  before  re¬ 
moving,  Use  only _ fluid  from  a 

sealed  container”.  (Inserting  the  recom¬ 


mended  type  of  brake  fluid  as  specified 
in  49  CFR  571.116,  e.g,  “DOT  3”).  The 
lettering  shall  be — 

(a)  Permanently  affixed,  engraved,  or 
embossed; 

(b)  Located  so  as  to  be  visible  by  direct 
view,  either  on  or  within  4  inches  of  the 
brake  fluid  reservoir  filler  plug  or  cap; 
and 

(c)  Of  a  color  that  contrasts  with  its 
background,  if  it  is  not  engraved  or 
embossed. 

55.5  Antilock  and  variable  propor¬ 
tioning  brake  systems. — In  the  event  of 
failure  (structural  or  functional)  in  an 
antilock  or  variable  proportioning  brake 
system  the  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of 
meeting  the  stopping  distance  require¬ 
ments  specified  in  S5.1.2  for  service  brake 
system  partial  failure. 

55.6  Brake  system  integrity. — Each 
vehicle  shall  be  capable  of  completing  all 
performance  requirements  of  S5  with¬ 
out— 

(a)  Detachment  or  fracture  of  any 
component  of  the  braking  system,  such 
as  brake  springs  and  brake  shoe  or  disc 
pad  facing,  other  than  minor  cracks  that 
do  not  impair  attachment  of  the  friction 
facing.  All  mechanical  components  of  the 
braking  system  shall  be  intact  and  fimc- 
tional.  Friction  facing  tearout  (complete 
detachment  of  lining)  shall  not  exceed 
10  percent  of  the  lining  on  any  single 
frictional  element. 

(b)  Any  visible  brake  fluid  or  lubricant 
on  the  friction  surface  of  the  brake,  or 
leakage  at  the  master  cylinder  or  brake 
power  unit  reservoir  cover,  seal  and  filler 
openings. 

S6.  Test  conditions. — ’The  perform¬ 
ance  requirements  of  S5  shall  be  met 
under  the  following  conditions.  Where 
a  range  of  conditions  is  specified,  the 
vehicle  shall  be  capable  of  meeting  the 
requirements  at  all  points  within  the 
range. 

56.1  Vehicle  weight. 

56.1.1  Other  than  tests  specified  at 
lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight  in  S7.7, 
S7.8,  and  S7.9.  the  vehicle  is  loaded  to 
its  gross  vehicle  weight  rating,  with  the 
test  loads  specified  in  S6.2  distributed 
proportionally  to  its  gross  axle  weight 
rating,  except  that  the  fuel  tank  is  filled 
to  any  level  from  100  percent  of  capacity 
(corresponding  to  full  GVWR  loading) 
to  75  percent  of  capacity. 

56.1.2  For  the  applicable  tests  speci¬ 
fied  in  S7.7,  S7.8,  and  S7.9,  vehicle  weight 
is  lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight,  with  the 
added  weight  distributed  in  the  front 
passenger  seat  area  in  passenger  cars, 
multipurpose  passenger  vehicles  and 
trucks,  and  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the 
driver’s  seat  in  buses. 

56.2  Test  loads. — The  load  material 
is  of  the  density  specified  below  and  is 
distributed  in  vehicle  cargo  areas  and/or 
seating  areas  as  follows: 

Seating  areas:  50  to  125  Ib/ft*  (all 
vehicles). 

Cargo  areas:  50  to  125  lb/ft>  (passenger 
cars),  100  to  200  Ib/ft*  (vehicles  other  than 
passenger  cars  with  a  OVWR  of  10,000  lb  or 
less),  450  to  725  Ib/ft*  (vehicles  with  a 
GVWB  that  exceeds  10,000  lb). 


’The  load  material  for  trucks  with  a 
tanker  type  body  is  water.  If  GVWR  is 
not  reached,  weight  is  added  to  obtain 
GVWR,  distributed  proportionally  to 
GAWR. 

S6.3  Tire  inflation  pressure. — Tire 
inflation  pressure  is  the  pressure  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  vehicle  manufacturer  for 
the  GVWR  of  the  vehicle, 

S.6.4  Transmission  selector  control. — • 
For  S7.3,  S7.5.  S7.8,  87.15,  87.17, 

87.11.1.2,  87.11.2.2,  87.11.3.2,  and  as 
required  for  87.13,  the  transmission 
selector  control  is  in  neutral  for  all 
decelerations.  For  all  other  tests  during 
all  decelerations,  the  transmission  se¬ 
lector  is  in  the  control  position,  other 
than  overdrive,  recommended  by  the 
manufacturer  for  driving  on  a  level  sur¬ 
face  at  the  applicable  test  speed.  To 
avoid  engine  stall  during  tests  required 
to  be  run  in  gear  a  manual  transmission 
may  be  shifted  to  neutral  (or  the  clutch 
disengaged)  when  the  vehicle  speed  de¬ 
creases  to  20  mi/h. 

86.5  Engine. — Engine  idle  speed  and 
ignition  timing  settings  are  according  to 
the  manufacturer’s  recommendations.  If 
the  vehicle  is  equipped  with  an  adjust¬ 
able  engine  speed  governor,  it  is  adjusted 
according  to  the  manufacturer’s 
recommendation. 

86.6  Vehicle  openings. — All  vehicle 
openings  (doors,  windows,  hood,  tnmk, 
convertible  top,  cargo  doors,  etc.)  are 
closed  except  as  required  for  instrumen¬ 
tation  purposes. 

86.7  Ambient  temperature. — The  am¬ 
bient  temperature  is  any  temperature  be¬ 
tween  32*  F.  and  100“  F. 

86.8  Wind  velocity. — The  wind  veloc¬ 
ity  is  zero. 

8.6.9  Road  surface. — Road  tests  are 
conducted  on  a  12-foot- wide,  level  road¬ 
way  having  a  skid  niunber  of  75.  Burnish 
stops  are  conducted  on  any  surface.  The 
parking  brake  test  surface  is  clean,  dry, 
smooth  Portland  cement  concrete. 

86.10  Vehicle  position. — The  vehicle 
is  alined  in  the  center  of  the  roadway 
at  the  start  of  each  brake  application. 
8tops,  other  than  spike  stops,  are  made 
without  any  part  of  the  vehicle  leaving 
the  roadway.  Except  as  noted  below, 
stops  are  made  without  lockup  of  any 
wheel  at  speeds  greater  than  10  mi/h. 
There  may  be  controlled  lockup  on  an 
antilock-equipped  axle,  and  lockup  of  not 
more  than  one  wheel  uncontrolled  by  an 
antilock  system.  Locked  wheels  at  speeds 
greater  than  10  mi/h  are  allowed  during 
spike  stops  (but  not  spike  check  stops), 
partial  failure  stops  and  inoperative 
brakepower  or  power  assist  unit  stops. 

86.11  Thermocouples. — The  brake 
temperature  is  measured  by  plug-type 
thermocouples  installed  in  the  approxi¬ 
mate  center  of  the  facing  length  and 
width  of  the  most  heavily  loaded  shoe 
or  disc  pad,  one  per  brake,  as  shown  in 
figure  1.  A  second  thermocouple  may  be 
installed  at  the  beginning  of  the  test 
sequence  if  the  lining  wear  is  expected 
to  reach  a  point  causing  the  first  thermo¬ 
couple  to  contact  the  metal  rubbing  sur¬ 
face  of  a  drum  or  rotor.  For  center- 
grooved  shoes  or  pads,  thermocouples  are 
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installed  within  one-eighty  of  an  inch 
to  one-quarter  inch  of  the  groove  and 
as  close  to  the  center  as  possible. 

56.12  Initial  brake  temperature. — 
Unless  otherwise  specified  the  brake 
temperature  is  150*  F.  to  200*  F. 

56.13  Control  forces. — Unless  other¬ 
wise  specified,  the  force  applied  to  a 
brake  control  is  not  less  than  15  lb  and 
not  more  than  150  lb. 

S7.  Test  procedures  and  sequence. — 
Each  vehicle  shall  be  capable  of  meeting 
all  the  requirements  of  S5  when  tested 
according  to  the  procedures  and  in  the 
sequence  set  forth  below,  without  re¬ 
placing  anj’  brake  system  part  or  making 
any  adjustments  to  the  brake  system 
other  than  as  permitted  in  burnish  and 
rebumish  procedures  and  in  S7.9  and 
S7.10.  Automatic  adjusters  shall  be 
locked  out  prior  to  burnish  and  for  the 
remainder  of  the  test  sequence.  A  vehicle 
shall  be  deemed  to  comply  with  the  stop¬ 
ping  distance  requirements  of  S5.1  if  at 
least  one  of  the  stops  at  each  speed  and 
load  specified  in  each  of  S7.3,  S7.5,  S7.8, 
S7.9,  S7.10,  S7.15,  or  S7.17  (check  stops) 
is  made  within  a  stopping  distance  that 
does  not  exceed  the  corresponding  dis¬ 
tance  specified  in  table  n. 

57.1  Brake  warming. — If  the  initial 
brake  temperature  for  the  first  stop  in 
a  test  procedure  (other  than  S7.7  and 
S7.16)  has  not  been  resw^hed,  heat  the 
brakes  to  the  initial  brake  temperature 
by  making  not  more  than  10  snubs  from 
not  more  than  40  to  10  mi/h,  at  a  de¬ 
celeration  not  greater  than  10  ft/s/s. 

57.2  Pretest  instrumentation  check. — 
Conduct  a  general  check  of  instrumen¬ 
tation  by  making  not  more  than  10  stops 
from  a  speed  of  not  more  than  30  mi/h, 
or  10  snubs  from  a  speed  of  not  more 
than  40  to  10  mi/h,  at  a  deceleration  of 
not  more  than  10  ft/s/s.  If  instrument 
repair,  replacement,  or  adjustment  is 
necessary,  make  not  more  than  10  addi¬ 
tional  stops  or  snubs  after  such  repair, 
replacement,  or  adjustment. 

57.3  Service  brake  system — first  (pre- 
bumish)  effectiveness  test. — Make  six 
stops  from  30  mi/h.  Then  make  six  stops 
from  60  mi/h. 

57.4  Service  brake  system — burnish 
procedure. 

57.4.1  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of  10,000 
lb  or  less. 

57.4.1.1  Burnish. — Burnish  the  brakes 
by  making  200  stops  from  40  mi/h  at  12 
ft/s/s  (the  150  lb  control  force  limit 
does  not  apply  here) .  The  interval  from 
the  start  of  one  service  brake  application 
to  the  start  of  the  next  shall  ^  either 
the  time  necessary  to  reduce  the  initial 
brake  temperature  to  bew'een  230*  F. 
and  270*  F.,  or  the  distance  of  1  mile, 
whichever  occurs  first.  Accelerate  to  40 
mi/h  after  each  stop  and  maintain  that 
speed  until  making  the  next  stop. 

57.4.1.2  Brake  adjustment — post  bur¬ 
nish. — After  burnishing,  adjust  the 
brakes  manually  in  accordance  with  the 
manufacturer’s  recommendation. 

57.4.2  Vehicles  with  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  lb. 

57.4.2.1  Burnish. — Burnish  the  brakes 
by  making  400  snubs  from  40  to  20  ml/h 
at  10  ft/s/s  (the  150  lb  control  force  limit 


does  not  apply  here).  After  each  brake 
application  accelerate  to  40  mi/h  and 
maintain  that  speed  until  making  the 
next  brake  application  at  a  point  1.5 
miles  from  the  point  of  the  start  of  the 
previous  brake  application. 

S7.4.2.2  Brake  adjustment — post  bur¬ 
nish. — After  burnishing,  adjust  the 
brakes  manually  in  accordance  with  the 
manufacturer’s  recommendation. 

57.5  Service  brake  system — second 
effectiveness  test. — Repeat  S7.3.  Then 
make  four  stops  from  80  mi/h  if  the 
speed  attainable  in  2  miles  is  not  less 
than  84  mi/h. 

57.6  First  reburnish. — Repeat  S7.4, 
except  make  35  burnish  stops  or  snubs 
instead  of  200  stops  or  400  snubs.  Ad¬ 
just  brakes  manually  after  rebiunish  in 
accordance  with  the  manufacturer’s 
recommendation . 

57.7  Parking  brake  test. — Parking 
brake  tests  may  be  nm  in  any  sequence 
within  this  subsection.  The  force  re¬ 
quired  for  actuation  of  a  hand-operated 
brake  system  shall  be  measured  at  the 
center  (rf  the  hand  grip  area  or  at  a  dis¬ 
tance  of  1  inches  from  the  end  of  the 
actuation  lever,  as  illustrated  in  figure  n. 

57.7.1  Vehicles  with  transmission  not 
utilizing  parking  mechanism. — (This  test 
need  not  be  run  if  the  option  in  87.7.2  is 
selected  for  passenger  cars  or  vehicles 
with  GVWR  of  10,000  or  less.)  Starting 
with  an  initial  brake  temperature  of  not 
more  than  150*  F.,  drive  the  vehicle, 
loaded  to  GVWR,  onto  the  grade  ^leci- 
fied  with  the  longitudinal  axis  of  the 
vehicle  in  the  direction  of  the  grade. 
Apply  the  service  brakes  to  stop  the 
vehicle.  Place  the  transmission  in  neu¬ 
tral.  Apply  the  parking  brake  by  exert¬ 
ing  a  force  or  a  series  of  forces  none  of 
which  exceeds  125  lb  for  a  foot-operated 
system,  or  90  lb  for  a  hand-operated 
system.  Release  the  service  brake  and 
allow  the  vehicle  to  remain  at  rest  for 
5  minutes.  When  releasing  the  service 
brake,  it  may  be  necessary  to  reapply  it, 
if  the  vehicle  moves  slightly,  to  take  up 
the  parking  brake  system  slack.  Vehicle 
must  be  held  stationary  at  the  start  of 
the  observation  period.  Repeat  the  test 
with  the  vehicle  parked  in  the  reverse 
position  on  the  grade.  Check  the  parking 
brake  indicator  operation. 

87.7.2  Vehicles  with  transmission  uti¬ 
lizing  parking  mechanism. — (a)  CTheck 
that  transmission  must  be  placed  in  park 
position  to  release  key; 

(b)  Test  as  in  87.7.1,  except  iri  addi¬ 
tion  place  the  transmission  control  to 
engage  the  parking  mechanism;  and 

(c)  Test  as  in  87.7.1  except  on  a  20 
percent  grade,  with  the  parking  mecha¬ 
nism  not  engaged. 

87. 7. 3  Lightly  loaded  vehicle. — Re¬ 
peat  87.7.1  or  87.7.2(c)  as  applicable  ex¬ 
cept  with  the  vehicle  at  lightly  loaded 
vehicle  weight. 

87.7.4  Nonservice  brake  type  parking 
brake  systems. — For  vehicles  with  park- 
ing  brake  systems  not  utilizing  the  service 
brake  friction  elements,  burnish  the  fric¬ 
tion  elements  of  such  systems  prior  to 
parking  brake  tests  according  to  the 
manufacturer’s  published  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  furnished  to  the  purchaser.  If 


no  recommendations  are  furnished,  nin 
the  vehicle  in  an  unbumished  condition. 

87.8  Service  brake  system — lightly 
loaded  vehicle  (.third  effectiveness) 
test. — Make  six  stops  from  60  mi/h  with 
vehicle  at  lightly  loaded  vehicle  weight. 

87.9  Service  brake  system  test-par¬ 
tial  failure. 

87.9.1  With  vehicle  at  lightly  loaded 
vehicle  weight,  alter  the  service  brake 
to  induce  a  complete  loss  of  braking,  in¬ 
cluding  normal  cmitrol  travel  loss,  in 
any  one  subsystem.  Determine  the  con¬ 
trol  force  (or  pressure  level  in  a  brake- 
power  unit  system)  necessary  to  cause 
the  brake  system  indicator  to  operate. 
Make  four  stops,  each  from  60  mi/h,  by 
a  continuous  application  of  the  service 
brake  control.  Restore  the  service  brake 
system  to  normal  at  completion  of  this 
test. 

87.9.2  Repeat  87.9.1  for  each  of  the 
other  subsystems. 

87.9.3  Repeat  87.9.1  and  87.9.2  with 
vehicle  at  GVWR.  Determine  that  the 
brake  system  indicator  is  o[>erating  when 
the  reservoir  fluid  level  is  at  or  greater 
than  the  level  specified  in  85.3.1(b). 
Check  for  proper  operation  wdth  each 
reservoir  in  turn  at  a  low  level.  Restore 
the  service  brake  system  to  normal  at 
completion  of  this  test. 

87.9.4  (For  vehicles  with  antilock 
and/or  variable  proix)rtioning  brake  sys¬ 
tems).  With  vehicle  at  GVWR,  discon¬ 
nect  functional  power  source,  or  other¬ 
wise  render  antilock  system  inofterative. 
Disconnect  variable  proportioning  brake 
system.  Make  four  stops,  each  from  60 
mi/h.  If  more  than  one  antilock  or  vari¬ 
able  proportioning  brake  subsystem  is 
provided,  disconnect  or  render  one  sub¬ 
system  inoperative  and  run  as  above.  Re¬ 
store  system  to  normal  at  completion  of 
this  test.  Repeat  for  each  subsystem  pro¬ 
vided.  Disconnect  electrical  power  source 
to  unit.  Check  for  operation  of  warning 
indicator. 

87.10  Service  brake  system — inoper¬ 
ative  brake  power  unit  or  brake  power 
assist  unit  test. — (For  vehicles  equipped 
with  brake  power  unit  or  brake  power 
assist  unit.) 

87.10.1  Regular  procedure. — On  ve¬ 
hicles  with  brake  power  assist  units,  ren¬ 
der  the  brake  power  assist  unit  inopera¬ 
tive,  or  one  of  the  brake  power  assist 
unit  subsystems  if  two  or  more  subsys¬ 
tems  are  provided,  by  disconnecting  the 
relevant  power  supply.  Exhaust  any  re¬ 
sidual  brake  power  reserve  capabUity  of 
the  disconnected  system.  On  vehicles 
with  brake  power  units,  disconnect  the 
primary  source  of  power.  Make  four  stops, 
each  from  60  mi/h,  by  a  continuous  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  service  brake  control. 
Restore  the  system  to  normal  at  comple¬ 
tion  of  this  test.  For  vehicles  equipped 
with  more  than  one  brake  power  unit 
or  brake  power  assist  unit,  conduct  tests 
of  each  in  turn. 

87.10.2  Optional  procedures. — On  ve¬ 
hicles  with  brake  power  assist  units,  the 
unit  is  charged  to  maximum  prior  to  start 
of  test.  (Engine  may  be  run  up  in  speed, 
then  throttle  clos^  quickly  to  attain 
maximum  charge  on  vacuum  assist 
units.)  Brake  power  units  shall  also  be 
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charged  to  maximum  accumulator  pres¬ 
sure  prior  to  start  of  test.  No  recharg¬ 
ing  is  allowed  after  start  of  test. 

(a)  (For  vehicles  with  brake  power 
assist  units.) 

Disconnect  the  primary  source  of 
power.  Make  six  stops  each  from  60  ml/h, 
to  achieve  the  average  deceleration  for 
each  stop  as  specified  in  table  m.  Apply 
the  brake  control  as  quickly  as  possible. 
Maintain  control  force  until  vehicle  has 
stopped. 

At  the  completion  of  the  stops  speci¬ 
fied  above,  deplete  the  system  of  any 
residual  brake  power  reserve  capability. 
Make  one  stop  from  60  mi/h  in  not  more 
than  554  ft  and  determine  whether  the 
control  force  exceeds  150  lb. 

(b)  (For  vehicles  with  brakepower 
units.) 

(1)  (For  vehicles  with  accumulator 
type  systems.)  Test  as  In  S7.10.2(a),  ex¬ 
cept  make  10  stops  Instead  of  6. 

(2)  (For  vehicles  with  back-up  type 
systems.)  Disconnect  the  primary  source 
of  power.  Make  15  stops,  each  from  60 
mi/h,  to  achieve  an  average  deceleration 
of  12  ft/s/s  for  each  stop. 

(c)  Restore  systems  to  normal  at  com¬ 
pletion  of  these  tests.  For  vehicles 
equipped  with  more  than  one  brakepower 
assist  or  brakepower  unit,  conduct  tests 
of  each  in  turn. 

S7.ll  Service  brake  system — first 
fade  and  recovery  test. 

5.7.11.1  Baseline  check  stops  or  snubs. 

5.7.11.1.1  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of 
10,000  lb  or  less. — Make  three  stops  from 
30  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  stop.  Con¬ 
trol  force  readings  may  be  terminated 
when  vehicle  speed  falls  to  5  ml/h. 
Average  the  ifiaxlmiun  brake  control 
force  required  for  the  three  stops. 

57.1 1.1.2  Vehicles  with  GVWR  great¬ 
er  than  10,000  pounds. — With  transmis¬ 
sion  in  neutral  (or  declutched),  make 
three  snubs  from  40  to  20  ml/h  at  10 
ft/s/s  for  each  snub.  Average  the  maxi¬ 
mum  brake  control  force  required  for 
the  three  snubs. 

87.11. 2  Fade  stops  or  snubs. 

87. 11. 2.1  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of 
10,000  pounds  or  less. — Make  10  stops 
from  60  ml/h  at  the  maximum  attain¬ 
able  deceleration  between  5  and  15  ft/s/s 
for  each  stop.  Establish  an  initial  brake 
temperature  before  the  first  brake  ap¬ 
plication  of  ISO"  to  150*  F.  Initial  brake 
temperatures 'before  brake  applications 
for  subsequent  stops  are  those  occurring 
at  the  distance  intervals.  Attain  the  re¬ 
quired  deceleration  within  1  second  and, 
as  a  minimum,  maintain  it  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  stopping  time.  Control 
force  readings  may  be  terminated  when 
vehicle  speed  falls  to  5  ml/h.  Leave  an 
interval  of  0.4  mi  between  the  start 
of  brake  applications.  Accelerate  im¬ 
mediately  to  the  initial  test  speed  after 
each  stop.  Drive  1  mi  at  30  ‘mi/h  after 
the  last  fade  stop,  and  immediately  fol¬ 
low  the  recovery  procedure  specified  in 
S7.11.3.1. 

57.11.2.2  Vehicles  with  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  lb. — With  transmission  in 
neutral  (or  declutched)  make  10  snubs 
from  40  to  20  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each 
snub.  Establish  an  initial  brake  tempera¬ 
ture  before  the  first  brake  application  of 


130®  F.  to  150®  F.  Initial  brake  tempera¬ 
tures  before  brake  application  for  sub¬ 
sequent  snubs  are  those  occurring  in  the 
time  Intervals  specified  below.  Attain  the 
required  deceleration  within  1  s  and 
maintain  it  for  the  remainder  of  the 
snubbing  time.  Leave  an  interval  of  30  s 
between  snubs  (start  of  brake  applica¬ 
tion  to  start  of  brake  application).  Ac¬ 
celerate  immediately  to  the  initial  test 
speed  after  each  snub.  Drive  for  1.5  mi 
at  40  ml/h  after  the  last  snub  and  im¬ 
mediately  follow  the  recovery  procedure 
specified  in  87.11.3.2. 

87.11.3  Recovery  stops  or  snubs. 

87.11.3.1  Vehicles  with  GVWR  of 
10,000  lb  or  less. — Make  five  stops  from 
30  ml/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for  each  stop.  Con¬ 
trol  force  readings  may  be  terminated 
when  vehicle  speed  falls  to  5  ml/h.  Allow 
a  braking  distwce  interval  of  1  ml.  Im¬ 
mediately  after  each  stop  accelerate  at 
maximum  rate  to  30  mi/h  and  maintain 
that  speed  until  making  the  next  stop. 
Record  the  maximum  control  force  for 
each  stop. 

87.11.3.2  Vehicles  with  GVWR  greater 
than  10,000  lb. — With  transmission  in 
neutral  (or  declutched)  make  five  snubs 
from  40  to  20  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s,  for  each 
snub.  After  each  snub,  accelerate  at  max¬ 
imum  rate  to  40  ml/h  and  maintain  that 
speed  until  making  the  next  brake  ap¬ 
plication  at  a  point  1.5  mi  from  the  point 
of  the  previous  brake  application.  Record 
the  maximum  control  force  for  each 
snub. 

87.12  Service  brake  system — second 
rebumish. — Repeat  87.6. 

87.13  Service  brake  system — second 
fade  and  recovery  test. — Repeat  87.11  ex¬ 
cept  in  87.11.2  run  15  fade  stops  or  20 
snubs  instead  of  10. 

87.14  Third  reburnish. — Repeat  87.6. 

87.15  Service  brake  system — fourth 
effectiveness  test. — Repeat  87.5.  Then 
make  four  stops  from  either  95  ml/h  if 
the  speed  attainable  in  2  mi  is  99  to  (but 
not  including)  104  mi/h,  or  100  mi/h  if 
the  speed  attainable  in  2  mi  is  104  ml/h 
or  greater. 

87.16  Service  brake  system — water 
recovery  test. 

87.16.1  Baseline  check  stop. — Make 
three  stops  from  30  mi/h  at  10  ft/s/s  for 
each  stop.  Control  force  readings  may 
be  terminated  when  vehicle  speed  falls 
to  5  mi/h.  Average  the  maximum  brake 
control  force  required  for  the  three  stops. 

87.16.2  Wet  brake  recovery  stops. — 
With  the  brakes  fully  released  at  all 
times,  drive  the  vehicle  for  2  min  at  a 
speed  of  5  mi/h  in  any  combination  of 
forward  and  reverse  directions,  through 
a  trough  having  a  water  depth  of  6  in. 
After  leaving  the  trough,  immediately 
accelerate  at  maximiun  rate  to  30  ml/h 
without  a  brake  application.  Immedi¬ 
ately  upon  reaching  that  speed  make 
five  stops,  each  from  30  ml/h  at  10  ft/s/s 
for  each  stop.  After  each  stop  (except 
the  last),  accelerate  the  vehicle  imme¬ 
diately  at  a  maximum  rate  to  a  speed  of 
30  mi/h  and  begin  the  next  stop. 

87.17  Spike  stops. — Make  10  succes¬ 
sive  spike  stops  from  30  mi/h  with  the 
transmission  in  neutral,  with  no  reverse 
stops.  Make  spike  stops  by  applying  a 
control  force  of  200  lb  while  recording 
control  force  versus  time.  Maintain  con¬ 


trol  force  until  vehicle  has  stopped.  At 
completion  of  10  spike  stops,  make  six 
effectiveness  stops  from  60  ml/h. 

87.18  Final  inspection. — Inspect — 

(a)  The  service  brake  system  for  de¬ 
tachment  or  fracture  of  any  components, 
such  as  brake  springs  and  brake  shoes 
or  disc  pad  facing. 

(b)  The  friction  surface  of  the  brake, 
the  master  cylinder  or  brake  power  unit 
reservoir  cover  and  seal  and  filler  open¬ 
ings,  for  leakage  of  brake  fluid  or 
lubricant. 

(c)  The  master  cylinder  or  brake 
power  imit  reservoir  for  compliance  with 
the  voliune  and  labeling  requirements  of 

85.4.2  and  85.4.3.  In  determining  the 
fully  applied  worn  condition  assume  that 
the  lining  is  worn  to:  (1)  Rivet  or  bolt 
heads  on  riveted  or  bolted  linings,  or  (2) 
within  one  thirty-seconds  of  an  inch  of 
shoe  or  pad  mounting  surface  on  bonded 
linings,  or  (3)  the  limit  recommended  by 
the  manufacturer,  whichever  is  larger 
relative  to  the  total  possible  shoe  or  pad 
movement.  Drums  or  rotors  are  assumed 
to  be  at  nominal  design  drum  diameter 
or  rotor  thickness.  Linings  are  assumed 
adjusted  for  normal  operating  clearance 
in  the  released  position. 

(d)  The  brake  system  Indicator 
light  (s),  for  compliance  with  operation 
in  various  key  positions,  lens  color,  label¬ 
ing,  and  location,  in  accordance  with 
85.3. 

87.19  Moving  barrier  test. — (Only  for 
vehicles  that  have  been  tested  according 
to  87.7.2.)  Load  the  vehicle  to  GVWR, 
release  parking  brake,  and  place  the 
transmission  selector  control  to  engage 
the  parking  mechanism.  With  a  moving 
barrier  as  described  in  paragraph  3.3  of 
SAE  recommended  practice  J972  “Mov¬ 
ing  Barrier  Collision  Tests,”  November 
1966,  impact  the  vehicle  from  the  front 
at  2y2  mi/h.  Keep  the  longitudinal  axis 
of  the  barrier  parallel  with  the  longi¬ 
tudinal  axis  of  the  vehicle.  Repeat  the 
test,  impacting  the  vehicle  from  the  rear. 


Note. — The  vehicle  used  for  this  test  need 
not  be  the  same  vehicle  that  has  been  used 
for  the  braking  tests. 


FIGURE  I  -  TYPICAL  PLUG  THERMOCOUPLE  INSTALUTIONS 
Note  The  second  theraocouple  shell  be  Installed  at  .080  Inch 
depth  Mithin  1  Inch  clrcwferentlally  of  the  thenwcoupll 
Installed  at  .040  inch  depth. 
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FIGURE  III 

Table  I— Bbake  Test  Pkocedure 

SEQUENCE  AND  REQUIBEMENT8 


Test  load  Test  Reqnire- 

Na  Sequence  -  procedure  menta 

Ucht  OVWR 


1 

2 

3 

4 
6 
6 

7 

8 

» 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
16 
16 

17 

18 


Instramentation  check . . . 

First  (preburnish)  eflectiveness  test . . . 

Burnish  procedure _ 

Second  effectiveness _ 

First  rebumish . . . . . 

Parking  brake.. . . 

Third  effectiveness  Oigbtly  loaded  vehicle) _ 

Partial  (ailure . 

Inoperative  brake  power  and  power  assist  units. 

First  fade  and  recovery _ _ _ ... 

Second  reburnish . 

Second  lade  and  recovery . . . . 

Third  reburnish.. . . . 

Fourth  effectiveness . . 

Water  recovery _ 

Spike  stops . . . . 

Final  inspection . . . 

Moving  barrier  test _ 


87.2 

57.5 
87.4 

87.6 

87.6 

87.7 

87.8 

87.9 

87.10 

87.11 

87.12 

87.13 

87.14 
87.16 

87.16 

86.17 

87.18 

87.19 


86.1.1.1 


86.1.1.2 


86.2 

86.1.1.3 

86.1.2 

86.1.3 

86.1.4 


86.1.4 


86.1.1.4 

86.1.6 

86.1.6 

86.6 

86.2.2J 


Table  II— Stopi>ino  Distances  and  Pedal  Forces 


Stopping  distance  in  teet  for  tests  indicated 

I 

11  III 

IV 

Vehicle  test  speed.  First  (preburnish)  and 
MPU  fourth  efiectivene.ss; 

spike  effectiveness 
check 

Secoild  eflectiveness  Third  (lightly  loaded 
vehicle)  eflectiveness 

Inoperative  brake 
power  Euid  power  assist 
unit;  partial  failurs 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

•67 

•66 

•76 

•64 

•67 

•68 

61 

87 

68 

114 

130 

170 

74 

83 

96 

70 

74 

90 

67 

74 

90 

166 

176 

226 

96 

108 

123 

91 

96 

116 

87 

96 

115 

202 

229 

288 

121 

137 

166 

116 

121 

143 

110 

121 

143 

267 

291 

368 

160 

169 

183 

142 

160 

174 

136 

160 

174 

317 

369 

436 

181 

204 

-233 

172 

181 

208 

163 

181 

208 

383 

433 

630 

•216 

•242 

•277 

•-204 

•216 

•245 

•194 

•216 

•246 

•466 

•617 

•613 

•405 

•464 

NA 

•383 

•430 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

607 

673 

694 
769  . 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

•DistMces  for  specified  tests. 

(a)  Passenger  cars. 

(b)  Vehicle  other  than  pa.ssenger  cars  with  GVWR  of  10,000  lb  or  less. 

(c)  Vehicles  other  than  passenger  cars  with  UVWR  greater  than  10,0liu  lb. 

NA  Not  applicable. 

Table  III— Inoperative  Brake  Power  Assist  and 
Brake  Power  Units 


Stop  - 
No. 

Average  deceleration 
(feet  per  second  per 
second) 

Equivalent  stopping 
distance  feet 

Col.  1 

Brake 

power 

assist 

Col.  2 

Brake 

power 

unit 

Col.  3 

Brake 

power 

assist 

Col.4 

Bitdie 

power 

unit 

1 . 

16 

16 

242 

242 

2 . 

14 

1.6 

‘277 

269 

3 . 

12 

14 

323 

277 

4 . 

10 

13 

388 

298 

6 . 

8 

12 

484 

3-23 

6 . 

7.6 

11 

617 

362 

7 . 

NA 

10 

NA 

388 

8 . 

NA 

NA 

431 

9 . 

NA 

8 

NA 

484 

10 . 

NA 

7.5 

NA 

617 
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_ Proposed  Rules _ 

This  section  of  the  FEDERAL  REGISTER  contains  notices  to  the  puMic  of  the  proposed  issuance  of  ruies  and  resulations.  The  parpose  of 
these  notices  Is  to  give  interested  persons  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  ruiemaking  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  final  nries. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Bureau  of  Customs 
[  19  CFR  Part  1  ] 

CUSTOMS  HELD  ORGANIZATION 

Notice  of  Proposed  Change  in  Customs 
Region  III 

May  1. 1973. 

A  notice  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  2,'  1973  (38  FR  10814) , 
of  a  proposed  change  in  Customs  Region 
m.  regarding  a  Customs  port  of  entry 
at  Charleston,  W.  Va. 

The  notice  proposed  to  designate 
Charleston,  W.  Va.,  as  a  Custwns  port  of 
entry  in  the  Norfolk,  Va.,  district  (region 
m),  with  proposed  geographical  limits 
of  all  the  area  within  the  corporate  lim¬ 
its  of  Charleston,  W.  Va.  From  comment 
received,  it  is  clear  that  the  proposed  port 
limits  are  too  restrictive,  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  port  limits  of  the  port  of  Charles¬ 
ton.  W.  Va.,  should  be  expanded  to  in¬ 
clude  all  of  Putnam  and  Kanawha 
Counties. 

Therefore,  the  notice  publidied  in  the 
Federal  Register  dated  May  2,  1973  (38 
FR  10814),  is  superseded  by  this  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking. 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in 
the  President  by  section  1  of  the  act  of 
August  1,  1914,  38  Stat.  623,  as  amended 
(19  U.S.C.  2) ,  which  was  delegated  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  by  Executive  Order  10289,  Septem¬ 
ber  17,  1951  (3  CFR  ch.  ID ,  and  pur¬ 
suant  to  authority  provided  by  Treasury 
Department  Order  No.  190,  revision  8 
(37  FR  18572),  it  is  proposed  to  make 
Charleston,  W.  Va.,  a  Customs  port  of 
entry  in  the  Norfolk,  Va.,  district  (re¬ 
gion  III) ,  with  geographical  limits  of  all 
those  ports,  areas,  and  other  places  in 
West  Virginia  within  the  counties  of  Put¬ 
nam  and  Kanawha. 

Data,  views,  or  arguments  with  respect 
to  the  foregoing  proposal  may  be  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  Commissioner  of  Customs, 
attention:  Regulations  Division,  Wash¬ 
ington.  D.C.  20229.  To  insure  considera¬ 
tion  of  such  communications,  they  must 
be  received  in  the  Bureau  not  later  than 
May  25, 1973, 

Written  material  or  suggestions  sub¬ 
mitted  will  be  available  for  public  in¬ 
spection  in  accordance  with  §  103.3(b) 
of  the  Customs  regulations  (19  CTR 
103.3(b)),  at  the  Bureau  of  Customs, 
Washington,  D.C.,  during  regular  busi¬ 
ness  hours. 

[seal!  Edward  L.  Morgan, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[TO  Doc.73-10039  Piled  5-17-73:8:46  am] 


[  19  CFR  Part  1  ] 

CUSTOMS  FIELD  ORGANIZATION 

Notice  of  Proposed  Changes  in  Customs 
Region  IX 

May  10,  1973. 

In  order  to  provide  better  customs 
service  to  carriers,  importers,  and  the 
public,  it  is  considered  desirable  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  port  limits  of  Omaha,  Nebr. 

Accordingly,  notice  is  hereby  given 
that,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in 
the  President  by  section  1  of  the  act  of 
August  1,  1914,  38  Stat.  623,  as  amended 
(19  U.S.C.  2),  which  was  delegated  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  by  the 
President  in  Executive  Order  No.  10289, 
September  17,  1951  (3  CFR  Ch.  H),  and 
pursuant  to  authorization  provided  by 
Treasury  Department  order  No.  190,  Rev. 
8  (37  FR  18572),  it  is  proposed  to  extend 
the  port  limits  of  Omah^  Nebr.,  in  the 
Chicago,  Illinois,  customs  district  (region 
IX),  to  include  all  of  Douglas  County 
and  all  of  Sarpy  County  in  the  State  of 
Nebraska,  and  all  of  Pottawattamie 
Coimty  west  of  Iowa  Highway  59  in  the 
State  of  Iowa. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  foregoing 
proposal,  consideration  will  be  given  to 
any  relevant  data,  views,  or  arguments 
wdiich  are  submitted  to  the  Commissioner 
of  Customs,  Attention:  Regulations  Divi¬ 
sion,  Washington,  D.C.  20229,  and  re¬ 
ceived  not  later  than  June  18,  1973. 

Written  material  or  suggestions  sub¬ 
mitted  will  be  available  for  public  inspec¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  §  103.3(b)  of  the 
customs  regulations  (19  CFR  103.3(b)), 
at  the  Regulations  Division,  Bureau  of 
Customs,  Washington,  D.C.  during  regu¬ 
lar  business  hours. 

[seal]  Edward  L.  Morgan, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[PR  Doc.73-9946  PUed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Mines 
[  30  CFR  Part  90  ] 

TRANSFER  OF  MINERS  WITH  EVIDENCE 
OF  PNEUMOCONIOSIS 

Proposed  Requirements  for  Respirable 
Dust  Sampling  of  Miners  Electing  Their 
Option  of  Transfer;  Notice  of  Public 
Hearing 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  203  of  the  Federal  Coal  Mine 
Health  and  Safety  Act  of  1969,  as 
amended  (83  Stat.  763;  30  UJS.C.  843), 
and  pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  imder  sec¬ 
tion  508  of  the  act  (83  Stat.  803;  30 
U.S.C.  957),  a  notice  of  proposed  rule¬ 


making  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  for  January  15,  1973  (38  FR 
1520),  regarding  requirements  for  res¬ 
pirable  dust  sampling  of  miners  elect¬ 
ing  the  option  of  transfer  afforded  them 
by  section  203(b)  of  the  act.  These  res¬ 
pirable  dust  sampling  requirements 
would  be  incorporated  into  part  90, 
subchapter  O,  chapter  I,  title  30,  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  by  adding  a  new 
paragraph  (c)  to  §  90.31  thereof  and  a 
new  §  90.41  thereto.  These  amendments 
would  enable  the  Bureau  of  Mines  to 
more  adequately  monitor  such  miners’ 
exposure  to  respirable  coal  mine  dust  so 
that  they  will  not  be  exposed  to  exces¬ 
sive  concentrations  of  respirable  dust 
which  might  lead  to  progression  of 
pneumoconiosis. 

Interested  persons  w’ere  afforded  a 
period  ending  March  1,  1973,  within 
which  to  submit  written  comments,  sug¬ 
gestions,  or  objections  to  the  Director, 
Bureau  of  Mines. 

The  Bituminous  Coal  Operators’  As¬ 
sociation,  Inc.,  submitted  objections  to 
the  proposed  rulemaking  on  the  follow¬ 
ing  grounds: 

1.  The  proposal  will  require  unneces- 
sai*y  sampling  because  of  its  failure  to 
recognize  previously  taken,  valid  samples 
which  indicate  compliance; 

2.  The  proposal  provides  for  a  deter¬ 
mination  of  atmospheric  dust  concentra¬ 
tion  to  be  made  by  averaging  a  number 
of  samples  which,  as  shown  by  scientific 
evaluation  of  the  accuracy  of  instru¬ 
ments,  is  inadequate  to  determine  ac¬ 
curately  such  concentration: 

3.  The  proposal  fails  to  provide  oi>- 
portunity  for  the  operator  to  comply  by 
means  of  taking  corrective  action  to  im¬ 
prove  the  atmosphere  to  which  the  miner 
is  exposed ; 

4.  The  proposal  fails  to  recognize 
medical  findings  regarding  the  effect  of 
dust  concentrations  on  the  probability  of 
further  development  of  coal  worker’s 
pneumoconiosis,  and  further  fails  to 
recognize  that  short  term  excursions 
above  the  applicable  dust  standard  have 
no  effect  on  such  further  development; 

5.  The  proposal  fails  to  recognize  that 
dust  concentrations  at  a  location  in  the 
mine  other  than  that  location  in  which 
the  miner  is  situated  are  not  indicative 
of  the  concentration  to  which  he  is  ex¬ 
posed;  and, 

6.  The  proposal  fails  to  recognize  that 
the  use  of  respirable  dust  sampling  de¬ 
vices  is  dependent  for  accuracy  upon  the 
cooperation  of  the  wearer. 

Because  these  objections  raise  signifi¬ 
cant  questions  concerning  the  proposed 
standards,  the  Bureau  of  Mines  has 
determined  that  a  public  hearing  on  the 
proposed  regulations  should  be  held  to 
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assure  that  all  opinions  concerning  this 
proFMJsal  may  be  heard. 

The  hearing  will  be  held  on  Wednes¬ 
day,  June  6,  1973,  beginning  at  9  a.m., 
e.d.t.,  in  the  auditorium,  Department  of 
the  Interior,  18th  and  C  Street  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.  Donald  P.  Schlick, 
Deputy  Director — Health  and  Safety, 
will  preside  at  the  hearing.  The  hear¬ 
ing  shall  be  conducted  in  an  informal 
manner  and  a  verbatim  transcript  will  be 
maintained.  All  written  statements, 
charts  and  other  data  will  be  received 
in  the  record. 

Persons  who  desire  to  testify  at  the 
hearing  should  notify  the  Deputy  Di¬ 
rector — Health  and  Safety,  Bureau  of 
Mines,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.C.  20240  (telephone  (202) 
343-4041)  not  later  than  Monday,  June  4, 
1973. 

John  B.  Rigg, 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Interior. 

May  15, 1973. 

IFR  Doc.73-9927  Filed  5-17-73;8:45  amj 


National  Park  Service 
[36CFRPart7] 

SHENANDOAH  NATIONAL  PARK 
Vehicle  Weight  Limitations 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  pursuant 
to  the  authority  vested  in  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  by  section  3  of  the  act  of 
August  25,  1916  (39  Stat.  535,  as 

amended:  16  U.S.C.  1.3)  and  by  the  act 
of  May  22,  1926  (44  Stat.  616,  as 
amended;  16  U.S.C.  1-3)  and  by  the  act 
August  19,  1937  (50  Stat.  700,  as 

amended;  16  UB.C.  403c-l),  245  DM-1 
(34  FR  13879),  as  amended;  National 
Par  Service  Order  No.  77  (38  FR  7478), 
as  amended  and  Northeast  Region  Order 
No.  7  (37  FR  6325),  it  is  proposed  to  add 
§  7.15(f)  to  title  36  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations,  as  set  forth  below. 

The  purpose  of  these  regulations  is  to 
establish  the  allowable  vehicle  weight 
loads,  on  Shenandoah  National  Park 
roads  and  road  structures,  which  have 
been  determined  by  utilizing  the  current 
Commonwealth  of  Virginia  laws,  the  al¬ 
lowable  design  loads  of  park  road  struc¬ 
tures,  and  the  current  gross  vehicle 
weights  of  passenger  buses  used  for  visi¬ 
tor  transportation,  and  which  are  en¬ 
forceable  and  just  limits. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  whenever  practicable,  to 
afford  the  public  an  opportunity  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  rulemaking  process.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  interested  persons  may  submit 
comments,  suggestions,  or  objections  to 
the  superintendent,  Shenandoah  Na¬ 
tional  Park,  Luray,  Va.  22835,  on  or  be¬ 
fore  June  18,  1973. 

Paragraph  (f)  of  S  7.15  Is  added  as 
follows: 


§  7.15  Shenandoah  National  Park. 

•  •  •  •  ♦ 

(f)  Vehicle  weight  limitations. — The 
weight  limitations  establish  by  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  Code  of  1950  shall 
apply  to  all  park  roads  except  as  here¬ 
after  modified: 

(1)  No  vehicle  including  the  load 
thereon  shall  exceed  a  maximum  gross 
vehicle  weight  of  40,000  lb  during  the 
period  between  May  1  and  November  30. 

(2)  No  vehicle  including  the  load 
thereon  shall  exceed  20,000  lb  during  the 
period  between  December  1,  and  April  30. 

(3)  In  addition,  the  weight  for  any  in¬ 
dividual  axle  shall  not  exceed  600  Ib/ln 
of  tire  width  in  contact  with  the  road 
surface  or  18,000  lb,  whichever  is  less. 

(4)  The  superintendent  of  Shenan¬ 
doah  National  Park  may,  as  required  for 
park  operations,  including  emergencies 
and  maintenance  and  ccsistruction  ac¬ 
tivities,  issue  a  permit  in  writing  author¬ 
izing  an  operator  to  operate  or  move  a 
vehicle  exceeding  the  allowable  maxi- 
mums  over  park  roads. 

(5)  Whenever  necessary  by  reason  of 
rains,  snow,  ice,  freezing,  thawing,  or  for 
other  cause,  the  superintendent  of  Shen¬ 
andoah  National  Park  may  temporarily 
close  roads  or  limit  the  weight  and/or 
volume  of  vehiclular  travel. 

(6)  Exceptions  (1)  through  (3) 
shown  above  do  not  apply  to  the  main 
entrance  from  U.S.  Highway  211  to  the 
headquarters  maintenance  area. 

Robert  R.  Jacobsen, 

Superintendent, 
Shenandoah  National  Park. 
[FR  Doc.73-9917  Filed  5-17-73:8:45  ami 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Marketing  Service 
[  7  CFR  Part  917  ] 

HANDLING  OF  FRESH  PEARS,  PLUMS, 
AND  PEACHES  GROWN  IN  CALIFORNIA 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking 

This  amendment,  if  adopted,  would 
continue  the  provisions  of  Peach  Regu¬ 
lation  3  (§917.430;  38  FR  11064) 

through  the  1973  harvesting  season.  It 
also  provides  for  a  larger  overall  mini¬ 
mum  size  for  unspecified  varieties  after 
July  1,  1973. 

Consideration  is  being  given  to  the 
following  proposal  submitted  by  the 
Peach  Commodity  Committee,  estab¬ 
lished  pursuant  to  the  amended  market¬ 
ing  agreement  and  order  No.  917,  as 
amended  (7  C7FR  pt.  917),  regulating 
the  handling  of  fresh  pears,  plums,  and 
peaches  grown  in  California,  effective 
under  the  applicable  provisions  of  the 
Agricultiural  Marketing  Agreement  Act 
of  1937,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C,  601-674). 

The  proposal  is  to  amend  §  917.430 
(Peach  Regulation  3;  38  PR  11064)  to: 

(1)  Continue  the  effective  period  of  said 
regulation  to  include  all  peach  ship¬ 
ments  for  the  1973  season;  (2)  continue 
to  June  30,  1973,  the  minimum  size  pro¬ 
vision  (size  96)  for  varieties  not  other¬ 


wise  specified  in  the  regulation;  and  (3) 
increase  the  minimum  size,  from  96  size 
to  80  size  for  varieties  not  specifically 
named  in  the  regulation,  for  the  period 
July  1  to  October  31,  1973.  It  is  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  recommendation  that  such  reg¬ 
ulation  be  continued  for  the  entire  1973 
peach  seascm.  The  present  regulation 
ends  Jime  6,  1973.  Such  amendment 
would  also  recognize  that  the  later  ma¬ 
turing  varieties  are  larger  in  size  at  ma¬ 
turity  than  the  earlier  varieties  and 
limitations  should  be  set  accordingly. 

All  persons  who  desire  to  submit  writ¬ 
ten  data,  views,  or  arguments,  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  connection  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  shall  file  the  same,  in 
quadruplicate,  with  the  Hearing  Clerk, 
U.8.  Department  of  Agriculture,  room 
112,  Administration  Building,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20250,  not  later  than  May  28, 
1973.  All  written  submissions  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  notice  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  public  inspection  at  the  ofBce  of 
the  hearing  clerk  during  regular  business 
hours  (7  CFR  1.27(b)). 

As  proposed  to  be  amended  §  917.426 
paragraph  (b)  preceding  subparagraph 
(1) ;  paragraph  (c)  preceding  subpara¬ 
graph  (1),  and  a  new  paragraph  (d), 
would  read  as  follows: 

§  917.430  Peach  RegiUatlon  3. 

•  •  •  •  * 

(b)  Order:  During  the  period  May  7, 
1973,  through  May  31,  1974,  no  handler 
shall  handle:  •  •  • 

(c)  During  the  period  May  7,  1973, 
through  Jime  30,  1973,  no  handler  shall 
handle  any  package  or  container  of  any 
variety  of  peaches  not  specifically  named 
in  paragraph  (b)  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  or 
(6)  of  this  section  unless:  •  •  • 

(d)  During  the  period  July  1,  1973, 
through  October  31,  1973,  no  handler 
shall  handle  any  package  or  container 
of  any  variety  of  peaches  not  specifically 
named  in  paragraph  (b)  (2),  (3),  (4), 
(5),  or  (6)  of  this  section  unless: 

(1)  Such  peaches  when  packed  in  a 
No.  22D  standard  lug  box  are  of  a  size 
that  will  pack,  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  standard  pack,  not  more 
than  80  peaches  in  the  lug  box; 

(2)  Such  peaches  when  packed  in  a 
No.  12B  standard  peach  box  are  of  a  size 
that  will  pack,  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  standard  pack,  not  more 
than  70  peaches  in  the  peach  box;  or 

(3)  Such  peaches  when  packed  in  any 
container,  other  than  a  No.  22D  standard 
lug  box  or  a  No.  12B  standard  peach  box, 
measure  not  less  than  2%  Inches  in  di¬ 
ameter  as  measured  by  a  rigid  ring:  Pro¬ 
vided.  That  not  more  than  10  percent,  by 
count,  of  peaches  in  any  such  container 
may  fail  to  meet  such  diameter  require¬ 
ment. 

•  •  #  •  t 

Dated  May  15, 1973. 

Paul  A.  Nicholson, 
Deputy  Director,  Fruit  and  Veg¬ 
etable  Division,  Agricultural 
Marketing  Service. 

[FR  Doc.73-9967  Piled  6-17-73;8:45  Am] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND 
URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Office  of  Interstate  Land  Seles 
Registration 

[24CFRPart  1710] 

[Docket  No.  R-73-228] 

LAND  REGISTRATION.  FORMAL  PROCE¬ 
DURES.  AND  ADVERTISING.  SALES 

PRACTICES.  AND  POSTING  OF  NOTICES 

OF  SUSPENSION 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking;  Correction 

In  38  PR  11108,  docket  No.  R-73-228. 
beginning  on  page  11096,  §  1710.130,  pro¬ 
viding  an  effective  date,  was  inad¬ 
vertently  included.  Since  that  publication 
was  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  and 
cannot  become  effective  pending  final 
action  on  the  proposal,  at  which  time  an 
effective  date  would  be  inserted,  §1710.- 
130  is  deleted. 

Gcdkge  K.  Bernstein, 
Interstate  Land  Sales 

Administrator. 

May  14,  1973. 

[PR  Doc.73-9970  Piled  5-17-73:8:45  am] 

FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[  47  CFR  Part  73  ] 

[Docket  No.  19737,  PCC  73-491] 

FM  BROADCAST  STATK)NS  ^ 

Proposed  Amendment  to  Table  of 
Assignments 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of 
1  73.202(b),  table  of  assignments,  FM 
broadcast  station.  (Lebanon,  Mo.; 
Poteau,  Okla.;  and  Gulfport,  Miss.) 

1.  Notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is 
hereby  given  concerning  the  amendment 
of  the  FM  table  of  assignments,  §  73.202 
(b)  of  the  Commission’s  rules,  as  is  re¬ 
quested  in  the  three  petitions  listed  and 
discussed  below.  Ebccept  where  indicated, 
all  population  figures  are  from  the  1970 
n.S.  census  reports.  The  petitions  pro¬ 
pose  adoption  of  the  following  unrelated 

assignment  proposals: 

a.  RM-1937 — Channel  221A  to  Lebanon. 
Mo.,  for  a  second  PM  (first  class  A)  assign¬ 
ment. 

b.  RM-1952 — Channel  250  to  Poteau,  Okla., 
in  place  of  channel  262A  at  Poteau. 

c.  RM-1957 — Channel  244A  to  Oulfport, 
Miss.,  for  a  third  (class  A)  assignment. 

2.  Lebanon,  Mo.  {RM-1937) . — Lebanon 
Broadcsisting  Co.  (petitioner) ,  licensee  of 
Station  KLWT,  an  unlimited  time  class 
IV  AM  broadcast  station  at  Lebanon,  in 
a  petition  filed  March  6,  1972,  prcHXises 
the  assignment  of  FM  channel  22  lA  to 
Lebanon  for  a  second  FM  assignment  for 
which  it  can  apply. 

3.  Lebanon  (population,  8,616),  the 
largest  community  and  seat  of  Laclede 
County  (population,  19,944)  is  located 
in  south  central  Missouri,  approximately 
48  miles  northeast  of  Springfield,  the 
State  capitol.  Class  C  channel  279,  the 
only  FM  channel  now  assigned  to  Leb¬ 
anon  and  in  Laclede  County,  is  occupied 
by  station  KJEL-FM,  still  under  con¬ 
struction,  whose  permittee,  Risner 


Broadcasting,  Inc.  (Risner) ,  is  also  per¬ 
mittee  of  the  Mily  other  AM  staticm 
(KJEX)  at  Lebanon  and  in  Laclede 
County,  a  daytime-only  operation  which 
is  also  under  construction.*  The  nearest 
FM  stations  are  at  Springfield,  Mo. 
Risner  filed  an  opposition  to  the  peti¬ 
tioner’s  petition  and  proposal,  to  which 
the  petitioner  filed  a  reply. 

4.  The  petitioner’s  engineering  analy¬ 
sis  indicates  that  channel  221A  can  be 
assigned  to  Lebanon  in  conformance 
with  all  mileage  separation  requirements 
without  affecting  existing  assignments  or 
stations.  Its  preclusion  study  indicates 
that  the  proposed  assignment  would 
foreclose  future  assignments  on  channels 
218,  219,  220  and  221A  but  that  there 
are  a  number  of  FM  channels  available 
which  could  be  assigned  to  communi¬ 
ties  in  the  affected  areas  to  meet  devel¬ 
oping  needs.  Also,  on  the  basis  of  the 
p^tloner’s  showing,  it  appears  that  a 
Lebanon  channel  221 A  station  would 
have  a  coverage  area  of  642  square  miles 
containing  19,218  persons  and  be  able  to 
serve  Lebanon  and  90.5  percent  of  the 
population  of  Laclede  County  at  night. 
This,  the  petitioner  avers,  would  be  a 
marked  improvement  over  the  nighttime 
service  which  its  Lebanon  class  TV  AM 
station  is  able  to  provide  in  Laclede 
C?ounty.  It  acknowledges,  however,  that 
the  Lebanon  class  C  station  will  have 
a  larger  service  area  and  potential  for 
greater  coverage  than  would  a  Lebanon 
class  A  station,  and  that,  as  a  result,  it 
would  have  a  competitive  advantage  over 
a  class  A  Lebanon  station  and  its  class 
IV  AM  station  at  night.  Nevertheless, 
the  petitioner  feels  that,  since  it  does 
not  appear  that  a  class  C  channel  is 
available  which  could  be  assigned  to 
Lebanon  without  disturbing  existing  as¬ 
signments  and  stations,  even  though 
competition  will  be  difficult,  a  class  A 
assignment  and  station  would  hold  bene¬ 
fits  for  it  and  the  residents  erf  the  county 
hi  light  of  the  improved  nighttime  serv¬ 
ice  which  could  be  provided  to  Laclede 
County.  It  urges  that  the  FM  services 
county  residents  receive  from  stations 
located  outside  Laclede  County  are  no 
substitute  for  the  service  they  would  re¬ 
ceive  from  an  FM  channel  221 A  outlet 
within  the  county  since  they  are  not  pri¬ 
marily  attentive  to  the  needs  and  desires 
of  coimty  residents. 

5.  In  opposition,  Risner  contends  that, 
considering  the  stee  of  Lebanon  and  its 
growth  pattern — the  gain  in  population 
of  Lebanon  from  1960  to  1970  was  only 
from  8,220  to  8,616,  according  to  UJS. 
census  reports — ^Lebanon  is  fortunate  to 
have  two  AM  and  an  FM  outlet  and  has 
no  need  or  support  for  a  second  FM  as¬ 
signment  and  outlet.  Risner  also  con¬ 
tends  that  the  proposed  class  A  assign¬ 
ment  is  objectionable  since  it  calls  for 
the  intermixture  of  class  A  and  C  assign¬ 
ments  at  Lebanon,  contrary  to  Commis¬ 
sion  assignment  policy.  Risner  further 
argues  that  predusion  cemsiderations 
dictate  denial  of  the  Lebanon  channel 


‘The  construction  permits  for  the  Risner 
AM  and  FM  stations  at  Lebanon,  as  ex¬ 
tended,  expire  on  June  27, 1973. 


221A  proposal  in  the  public  interest.  ’This 
is  borne  out,  in  its  view,  by  its  preclu- 
sionary  study  which  indicates  that  a 
Lebanon  channel  221 A  assignment  would 
preclude  assignment  of  the  channel  to 
any  one  of  eight  communities  in  Mis¬ 
souri,  all  without  an  FM  assignment,* 
and  would  also  preclude  a  possible  dual 
channel  221 A  assignment  to  two  of  the 
commimities.*  Risner  urges  that  in  at 
least  two  cases.  Mount  Carmel,  Ill.,  4 
PCXl  2d  402  (1966)  and  Columbia,  ’Tenn., 
2  PCC  2d  647  (1966),  the  Commission 
denied  requests  for  a  second  FM  assign¬ 
ment  to  a  similar  siaed  commimity  with 
similar  local  aural  broadcast  outlets. 
Risner  also  makes  reference  to  our  denial 
of  Lebanon  Broadcasting’s  previous  re¬ 
quest  for  rulemaking  on  a  proposal  to 
assign  a  second  class  C  channel  to 
Lebanon  in  Lebanon,  Mo.,  PCX?  66-1033, 
8  Pike  &  F^her  R.R.  2d  1625  (1966) .  The 
proposals  for  second  FM  assignments  in 
those  cases  were  denied  principally  be¬ 
cause  they  would  have  foreclosed  FM  as¬ 
signments  to  meet  needs  of  communi¬ 
ties  lacking  FM  assignments  in  other 
areas. 

6.  In  its  reply,  the  petitioner  argues 
that  Risner’s  unsupported  allegation  that 
there  is  no  need  for  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ment  may  be  discounted  since  it  has 
shown  that  the  proposed  assignment  is 
available  for  use  at  Lebanon  without 
affecting  any  other  entity,  station  or 
community;  and  it  believes  that  tbi.s  is 
sufficient  to  justify  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ment.  It  contends,  however,  that  its 
showing  also  demonstrates  that  the  as¬ 
signment  win  serve  the  public  Interest. 
It  also  argues  that  the  Commission’s 
1966  decision  denying  rulemaking  on  the 
Lebanon  class  C  assignment  proposal 
referred  to  by  Risner  can  be  distin¬ 
guished  from  its  proposal  since  the  pro¬ 
posed  class  C  assignment  would  have 
precluded  a  needed  assignment  to  a  com¬ 
munity  to  which  no  other  class  C  or  class 
A  assignment  could  be  made,  whereas  its 
class  A  proposal  does  not  involve  any 
conflict  idth  any  existing  or  proposed  use 
of  either  the  requested  channel  or  ad¬ 
jacent  channels.  It  further  claims  that 
the  population  of  Lebanon  is  not  static, 
as  evidenced  by  Its  exhibit  which  dis¬ 
closes  that  the  Lebanon  director  of  build¬ 
ing  and  Eoning  reports  a  gain  In  popu¬ 
lation  of  approximately  150  people  in 
1971  and  through  March  of  1972  and 
that  in  1971  building  permits  were  issued 
for.  construction  in  Lebanon  valued  at 
$2,847,785.  Petitioner  also  calls  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  Waynesvilie,  Mo. 
(1970  population,  3,304),  which  is  less 
than  half  the  size  of  Lebanon  (1970  pop- 


*The  eight  Missouri  communities  referred 
to  are  Buffalo,  1970  population,  1,915:  Marsh¬ 
field,  1970  population,  2,961:  Ozark,  1970  pop- 
alatioa.  2,384;  Ava,  1970  population,  2,961; 
Richland,  1970  population,  1,783;  Dixon.  1970 
population,  1,387;  Mansfield,  1970  population, 
1,056;  and  Licking,  1970  population,  1,002. 

‘Dual  assignments  would  be  possible  on 
channel  221A  IT  the  channel  Is  not  assigned 
to  Lebanon  at  Ozark  and  Dixon;  Ava  and 
Dixon;  Richland  and  Ozark;  Mansfield  and 
Dixon;  Buffalo  and  Licking  or  Ozark  and 
Licking. 
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ulation,  8,816),  has  two  AM  and  two  FM 
outlets. 

7.  With  respect  to  the  Commission’s 
policy  against  the  intermixture  of  class 
A  and  C  channel  assignments  in  the  same 
community,  Lebanon  Broadcasting  states 
that  the  proposed  class  A  assignment  is 
requested  because  no  available  class  C 
channel  can  be  found  which  could  be 
assigned  to  Lebanon  without  changing 
existing  assignments  and  stations,  and 
it  did  not  feel  it  realistic  to  seek  a  class 
C  assignment  which  w’ould  require  such 
changes.  Stating  that  It  realizes  that 
there  will  be  technical  competitive  dis¬ 
advantage  in  operating  on  a  class  A  as¬ 
signment  in  competition  with  the  Risner 
class  C  station,  petitioner  avers,  however, 
that  it  is  willing  to  invest  its  money  to 
build  a  class  A  facility  which  it  believes 
it  can  operate  to  compete  effectively  with 
the  local  class  C  station.  In  view  of  the 
benefits  accruing  to  the  public  from  more 
local  nighttime  service  and  a  choice  of 
local  FM  signals,  Lebanon  Broadcasting 
urges  that  Lebanon  and  Laclede  County 
should  be  given  opportunity  to  have  a 
second  FM  service  by  providing  it  with 
the  requested  class  A  assignment.  Other¬ 
wise,  it  believes  there  may  be  an  FM 
monopoly  there  perhaps  forever.  It  sub¬ 
mits  that  the  FM  table  of  assignments 
evidences  that  the  Commission’s  Inter¬ 
mixture  of  class  A  and  C  FM  assignments 
is  not  uncommon,  and  its  accompanying 
exhibit  lists  26  cities  in  11  States,  Includ¬ 
ing  four  cities  In  Missouri,  with  class  A 
and  C  assignments. 

8.  As  for  the  claimed  adverse  preclu¬ 
sionary  effect  of  the  proposed  Lebanon 
assignment,  Lebanon  Broadcasting  con¬ 
tends  that  the  eight  communities  in  Mis¬ 
souri  mentioned  by  Risner  (listed  In 
footnote  2)  will  not  be  left  without  op¬ 
portunity  for  a  “first”  FM  assignment  If 
channel  221A  Is  assigned  to  Lebanon.  It 
points  out  that  the  largest  of  these  com¬ 
munities  has  but  a  population  of  2,961 
(Ava) ;  that  three  of  the  commimities 
have  operating  aural  outlets  (B\iffalo  has 
station  KBFL,  an  FM  educational  sta¬ 
tion;  Marshfield  (KEMM)  and  Ava 
(KSOA)  have  AM  stations) ;  that  there 
has  been  no  opposition  filed  by  anyone  in 
those  communities  to  its  rulemaking  re¬ 
quest  on  its  Lebanon  proposal;  and  that 
its  preclusionary  study  indicates  that  at 
least  one  class  A  channel  could  be  as¬ 
signed  to  each  of  the  eight  cities  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  assignment  of  channel  221A 
to  Lebanon.* 

9.  We  disagree  with  Lebanon  Broad¬ 
casting’s  view  that  evidence  of  the  public 
need  for  a  requested  assignment  other 
than  “demand”  should  not  also  be  taken 
into  account  in  deciding  whether  a  pro¬ 
posed  technically  feasible  assignment 
would  further  the  objective  of  307(b)  of 
the  Communications  Act  for  a  fair,  effi¬ 
cient  and  equitable  distribution  of  the 
available  FM  channels  throughout  the 

*  Petitioner  lists  channel  296A  as  available 
for  use  at  either  Ava  or  Mansfield,  Mo.,  but 
states  that  since  these  two  communities  are 
only  about  11.5  miles  from  each  other,  the 
channel  could  be  used  at  a  site  to  provide 
the  reqxilred  signal  for  city  grade  service  to 
both  communities. 


country.  However,  its  showing  in  support 
of  its  channel  221 A  proposal  for  Lebanon 
not  only  evidences  “demand”  for  the  re¬ 
quested  assignment  at  Lebanon  and  the 
technical  feasibility  of  the  proposal  but 
also  indicates  that  the  proposed  assign¬ 
ment  might  serve  a  need  in  Lebanon  and 
Laclede  County  for  a  choice  of  local  FM 
service  from  a  different  source  and  for 
an  improved  and  more  nearly  compara¬ 
ble  second  aural  nighttime  broadcast 
service  from  a  county-based  aural  outlet. 
It  also  appears  from  its  showing  that, 
while  the  proposed  assignment  would 
have  a  preclusionary  effect  on  other 
channels,  there  are  other  available  FM 
channels  which  could  be  assigned  in 
the  affected  areas  in  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  to  meet  any  developing  needs 
for  FM  outlets  which  could  be  rea¬ 
sonably  expected  in  the  relatively 
small  commimities  in  those  areas.  We 
therefore  axe  persuaded  that,  notwith¬ 
standing  that  Lebanon  is  not  of  a 
size  which  would  ordinarily  qualify  for  a 
second  FM  channel  or,  since  it  has  a 
class  C  assignment,  for  a  class  A  assign¬ 
ment  in  view  of  our  FM  assignment 
guidelines,  that  this  may  be  a  case  where 
the  public  Interest  and  307(b)  objectives 
may,  nevertheless,  be  better  served  by 
making  the  assignment.  We  therefore  be¬ 
lieve  that  opportunity  for  further  consid¬ 
eration  and  public  comment  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  rulemaking  is  warranted. 

10.  Poteau.  Okla.  (RAf-1952).— By 
petition  filed  February  4. 1972,  as  supple¬ 
mented  by  an  amendment  thereto  filed 
on  April  10, 1972,  LeFlore  County  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.  (LeFlore) ,  licensee  of  a  day¬ 
time-only  AM  station  (KLCO)  and  an 
FM  station  (KLCO-FM)  at  Poteau,  seeks 
rulemaking  to  substitute  class  C  channel 
250  for  the  Poteau  channel  252A  assign¬ 
ment  upon  which  its  class  A  FM  station 
operates.  Poteau  (1970  population, 
5,500),  the  largest  city  and  seat  of 
LeFlore  County  (1970  populaticm,  32,137). 
is  located  in  southeast  Oklahcxna.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  petitioner’s  daytime  AM 
station  and  its  class  A  FM  station,  Poteau 
has  a  class  C  FM  outlet,  station  KINB, 
licensed  to  Indian  Nation  Broadcasting 
Co.  (Indian  Nation),  which  operates  on 
class  C  channel  297,  the  only  FM  assign¬ 
ment  other  than  channel  252A  assigned 
to  Poteau.  Indian  Naticm  opposes  the 
LeFlore  petition  and  proposal  in  a  peti¬ 
tion  to  deny  filed  on  May  22.  1972,  and 
in  an  authorized  supplementary  opposi¬ 
tion  thereto  filed  on  June  13,  1973.  A  re¬ 
ply  was  filed  by  the  petitioner  on  July 
24,  1972,  the  extended  expiration  date 
for  all  comments  directed  to  the  petition.* 

*On  August  18,  1972,  Indian  Nation  ten¬ 
dered  additional  comments  containing  a  re¬ 
quest  for  waiver  of  {  1.406  to  permit  their 
late  acceptance  for  consideration.  An  addi¬ 
tional  submission  was  received  from  Indian 
Nation  on  Aug.  31,  1072.  On  Sept.  12,  1972, 
LeFlore  filed  a  request  for  authority  to  file  a 
responsive  pleading  to  the  untimely  “com¬ 
ments"  of  Indian  Nation,  and  on  Oct.  30, 
1972,  It  submitted  its  response  to  them.  In 
the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  we  are  denying 
both  requests  for  acceptance  of  these  un¬ 
timely  comments  and  pleadings.  In  our  view, 
good  cause  has  not  been  shown  for  their  late 


11.  Petitioner’s  engineering  study  In¬ 
dicates  that  the  substitution  of  channel 
250  for  channel  252A  at  Poteau  is  tech¬ 
nically  feasible  and  would  not  affect  any 
channel  assignment  other  than  chan¬ 
nel  252A  at  Poteau.  Its  preclusion  study 
indicates  that  a  Poteau  channel  250  as¬ 
signment  would  foreclose  future  assign¬ 
ments  only  on  channels  249A  and  250. 
While  the  preclusion  on  channel  249A 
would  include  area^  in  Arkansas,  Okla¬ 
homa,  and  Texas,  there  are  only  two 
communities  in  the  affected  areas  with¬ 
out  an  FM  assignment  where  a  class  A 
channel  could  be  assigned — Atoka,  Okla. 
(population,  3.345),  and  Clarksville,  Tex. 
(population.  3,346).  These  communities 
each  have  a  daytime-only  AM  outlet.  As 
to  channel  250,  the  precluded  area  would 
occur  in  Arkansas  where  there  are  no 
communities  which  would  normally  qual¬ 
ify  for  a  class  C  assignment.  Fayetteville, 
Ark.  (population,  30,729),  and  Spring- 
dale.  Ark.  (population,  16,783),  are  with¬ 
in  the  precluded  area,  as  Indian  Nation 
notes.  Fayetteville,  however,  presently 
has  two  daytime-only  AM  stations  and 
two  occupl^  class  A  FM  assignments. 
Springdale  has  two  AM  stations  (a  day¬ 
time-only  operation  and  an  unlimited 
time  class  IV  operation)  and  one  oc¬ 
cupied  class  A  FM  assignment.  There  are 
also  other  AM  and  FM  stations  within 
20  to  25  miles  of  both  conununities  at 
Rogers,  Ark.  (population,  11,050),  and  at 
Siloam  Springs,  Ark.  (population,  6,009), 
each  of  which  has  both  an  AM  and  FM 
outlet. 

12.  In  further  support  of  Its  request, 
petiticHier  states  that  Poteau,  except  to 
the  north,  is  surrounded  by  rugged, 
mountainous  terrain  and  is  isolated  from 
any  large  city  or  metropolitan  area,  the 
closest  city  of  any  magnitude  being  Fort 
Smith,  Ark.,  some  30  miles  northeast  of 
Poteau;  that  Poteau  serves  as  the  eco¬ 
nomic,  educational,  and  cultural  focal 
point  for  much  of  southeastern  Okla¬ 
homa;  that  the  area  in  and  around  Po¬ 
teau  and  LeFlore  and  adjacent  counties 
has  been  growing  rapidly  in  recent  years, 
with  further  substantial  growth  pro¬ 
jected  because  of  the  opening  of  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  project  which  afford  the 
Poteau  area  an  inexpensive  means  of 
marketing  its  vast  coal  deposits,  other 

submission;  the  timely  filed  submissions  of 
these  parties  are  adequate  to  apprise  us  of 
their  views  on  the  merits  of  the  subject  peti¬ 
tion  and  assignment  proposal;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  untimely  submissions 
contain  any  significant  and  relevant  new 
matter  or  argument  bearing  on  the  petition 
and  proposal  which  are  needed  or  would  be 
helpful  In  reaching  a  decision  on  the  LeFlore 
rulemaking  request.  As  we  recently  stated  in 
the  Berne,  Ind.-St.  Marys,  Ohio  case,  docket 

No.  19535,  FCC  73-367,  40  FCC  2d - ,  absent 

a  strong  showing  of  justification,  which  we  do 
not  find  here,  we  are  opposed  to  opening  up 
FM  proceedings  to  the  receipt  of  untimely 
comments  since,  considering  the  existing 
substantial  backlog  of  FM  assignment  cases, 
this  is  particularly  disruptive  to  the  orderly 
administration  and  dispatch  of  the  Com¬ 
mission's  business.  We  hold  the  same  view 
with  respect  to  untimely  pleadings  submitted 
after  the  time  limit  for  public  comment  on 
petitions  for  rulemaking  In  FM  assignment 
cases. 
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minerals,  such  as  limestone,  and  agri¬ 
cultural  products:  and  that  because  the 
population  in  the  southeastern  Oklahoma 
area  is  dispersed  throughout  the  area  in 
scattered,  rural  pockets,  the  limited  serv¬ 
ice  which  its  class  A  station  can  provide 
does  not  meet  existing  needs  of  this  area 
for  FM  service.  LeFlore  also  claims  that 
the  Poteau  class  C  FM  station,  which  has 
its  transmitter  located  in  Bates,  Ark., 
some  15  miles  from  Poteau,  also  does  not 
adequately  serve  this  area,  as  reflected 
by  the  areas  without  FM  service  depicted 
in  its  engineering  showing.  Adoption  of 
its  proposal  for  the  substitution  of  class 
C  channel  250  for  the  class  A  channel 
upon  which  it  operates  at  Poteau  would, 
it  claims,  enable  it  to  provide  service 
to  existing  areas  without  PM  service  and 
to  better  serve  the  remaining  coverage 
area.  It  would  also,  in  its  view,  eliminate 
the  technical  and  competitive  disparity 
resulting  from  two  stations  in  the  same 
relatively  Isolated  community  operating 
on  class  A  and  C  channels.  Based  on  its 
study,  the  petitioner  claims  that  a  Po¬ 
teau  channel  250  station  would  serve  an 
area  of  12,100  square  miles  with  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  348,320  persons  as  compared 
to  a  Poteau  channel  252A  station,  oper¬ 
ating  with  maximum  facilities  (3  kW  and 
300  feet  a.a.t.),  which  would  serve  an 
area  of  but  660  square  miles  with  a  pop¬ 
ulation  of  17,222.  Its  showing  also  in¬ 
dicates  that  a  poteau  channel  250  sta¬ 
tion  with  those  facilities  would  provide  a 
first  FM  service  to  an  area  of  410  square 
miles,  with  a  population  of  1,049  persons. 
While  LeFlore  does  not  comment  on  the 
area  or  the  population  that  would  re¬ 
ceive  a  second  service  (gray  area),  it 
appears  from  examination  of  its  exhibit 
that  roughly  25  percent  of  the  exi>ected 
service  area  of  the  proposed  channel  250 
station,  approximately  3,000  square 
miles,  would  receive  a  second  service. 

13.  In  its  opposing  pleadings,  Indian 
Nation  disputes  LeFlore’s  claims  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  area  and  population 
that  could  be  expected  to  receive  a  first 
FM  service  (white  area)  from  a  Poteau 
channel  250  station.  Based  on  its  study 
of  aerial  photographs  and  survey  of  the 
alleged  “imserved  area”  that  LeFlore 
claims  would  be  served,  Indian  Nation 
concludes  that  only  approximately  427 
persons  instead  of  the  claimed  1,049  per¬ 
sons  would  receive  a  first  FM  service. 
Its  survey,  it  states,  was  made  by  enter¬ 
ing  the  homes  and  making  listening  tests 
of  station  KNIB.  However,  it  furnishes 
no  data  as  to  the  types  of  receivers  or 
the  level  of  the  signal  received.  In  oiu* 
view,  the  petitioner’s  showing  as  to  the 
area  and  population  which  would  receive 
a  first  service  from  a  Poteau  channel 
250  station,  which  was  made  according 
to  the  Goldsboro-Roanoke  Rapids  cri¬ 
teria  which  we  have  approved  for  use,® 
is  to  be  preferred. 

14.  Indian  Nation  also  avers  that  the 
financial  viability  of  its  Poteau  class  C 
station  would  be  severely  curtailed  if 
petitioner’s  class  A  station  at  Poteau  is 
authorized  to  switch  over  to  operation 
^n  the  requested  class  C  channel  250  as- 

■  See  In  re  Roanoke  Rapids  and  Goldsboro, 
N.C.,  9  PCC  2d  672  (1967). 


signment  and  that,  as  a  result,  its  sta¬ 
tion  might  have  to  go  off  the  air,  and 
Poteau  might  then  be  denied  forever  a 
second  FM  outlet  for  local  public  ex¬ 
pression.  It  claims  that  the  ability  of  its 
independent  class  C  station  to  compete 
in  the  relatively  small  Poteau  market 
is  largely  depiendent  on  its  greater  cover¬ 
age  area,  since  in  those  areas  where  its 
class  C  station  must  compete  with  the 
petitioner’s  AM  and  class  A  FM  sta¬ 
tions,  it  is  at  a  competitive  disadvantage, 
due  to  their  ability  to  offer  a  dual  AM 
and  FM  sales  package.  If  this  advantage 
is  further  extended  by  the  petitioner’s 
proposal  to  permit  petitioner  to  com¬ 
pete  for  advertising  dollars  throughout 
its  entire  service  area  by  operating  on  a 
Class  C  instead  of  a  Cfiass  A  FM  channel, 
Indian  Nation  doubts  that  its  class  C 
FM  station  can  maintain  its  economic 
viability  and  that  it  would  destroy  com¬ 
petition  in  this  market.  Indian  Nation 
further  argues  that  petitioner’s  showing 
is  not  sufficient  to  demonstrate  that 
Poteau  needs  two  class  C  PM  assign¬ 
ments  or  warrants  them  considering  that 
the  Commission  does  not  normally  as¬ 
sign  class  C  FM  channels  to  cities  of  its 
size. 

15.  In  its  replay,  the  petitioner  argues 
that  Indian  Nation’s  claim  of  financial 
difficulty  resulting  from  its  offering  of 
a  dual  AM  and  class  C  FM  package  are 
baseless  and  that,  in  fact,  it  has  been  and 
is  the  one  that  continues  to  be  at  a  com¬ 
petitive  disadvantage  as  a  result  of  its 
severely  curtailed  service  area  in  com¬ 
parison  to  that  of  Indian  Nation’s  class 
C  station.  It  emphasizes  that,  if  au¬ 
thorized  to  operate  on  the  requested  class 
C  assignment,  it  has  no  intention  what¬ 
soever  to  market  its  Poteau  AM  and  FM 
facilities  as  a  single  package,  and  that 
it  plans  to  provide  totally  separate  pro- 
grraming  from  that  provided  by  its  AM 
station  and  to  bring  a  totally  new  and 
distinct  FM  broadcast  service  to  south¬ 
eastern  Oklahoma.  It  states  that,  in  con- 
Jimction  therewith,  it  intends  to  provide 
its  audience  with  a  first  stereo  broadcast 
service  and  to  open  a  second,  part-time 
studio  in  the  nearby  community  of  Stig- 
ler,  Okla.,  which  it  claims  has  need  for  a 
localized  FM  service,  as  evidenced  by  the 
letters  accompanying  its  reply  herein 
from  Stigler  residents.^  Noting  that 
Indian  Nation  mentions  that  it  derives 
substantial  revenue  from  the  smaller 
communities  outside  Poteau  which  its 
AM  and  its  FM  stations  also  serve,  pe¬ 
titioner  submits  that  it  is  highly  improb¬ 
able  that  Indian  Nation  would  suffer  any 
substantial  economic  hardship  from  the 
proposed  class  C  Poteau  assignment  and 
that  its  supportive  showing  is  insufficient 
to  draw  that  conclusion.  To  show  local 
support  for  its  proposal,  LeFlore  also  sub¬ 
mitted  a  vast  number  of  letters  and 
statements  from  residents  of  the  Poteau 
area.  The  untimely  pleadings  of  Indian 
Nation  and  LeFlore  previously  men- 

^  stigler  (1970  population,  2,347),  approxi¬ 
mately  30  miles  northwest  of  Poteau,  which 
Is  without  a  local  aural  outlet  or  FM  assign¬ 
ment,  Is  presently  within  the  1  mV/M  ccm- 
tour  of  the  Poteau  class  C  station  but  not 
of  the  class  A  station. 


tioned  and  dealt  with  reflect  a  conflict 
of  opinion  as  to  whether  some  of  the 
writers  completely  understood  the  na¬ 
ture  of  the  subject  assignment  proposal 
or  their  representations.  We  will  not 
enter  into  this  controversy,  observing 
only  that  the  letters  indicate  the  inter¬ 
est  of  a  considerable  number  of  residents 
of  the  Poteau  area  in  their  local  broad¬ 
cast  stations  and  in  proposals  for  im¬ 
provement  and  expansion  of  service. 

16.  While  we  would  not  ordinarily  as¬ 
sign  a  second  class  C  channel  to  a  com¬ 
munity  the  size  of  Poteau,  it  appears  that 
justification  for  doing  so  might  be  found 
since  the  proposed  Poteau  class  C  assign¬ 
ment  is  technically  feasible,  and  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  by  replacing  the  existing  class 
A  assignment  at  Poteau  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  class  C  assignment,  not  only  would 
Poteau  and  Le  Flore  County  residents 
gain  a  second  technically  comparable 
local  FM  outlet  and  nighttime  amal  serv¬ 
ice,  but  large  areas  would  gain  a  first  and 
a  second  service  also.  Indian  Nation’s 
opposition  to  the  prop>osal  on  adverse 
competition  impact  grovmds  is  supported 
by  no  showing  which  would  lead  to  a 
conclusion  that  the  economic  effect  of 
the  proposed  channel  substitution  would 
cause  diminution  or  destruction  of  over¬ 
all  program  service  to  the  public,  and  in 
the  absence  thereof,  as  we  have  stated 
before,  it  is  not  our  fimction  to  place 
artificial  restraints  upon  competition. 
One  competitive  restraint  would  be  re¬ 
moved  by  the  proposed  channel  substi¬ 
tution  since  it  would  enable  the  Poteau 
FM  stations  to  compete  with  technically 
comparable  facilities. 

17.  We  therefore  propose  to  consider 
the  proposal  to  substitute  channel  250 
for  channel  252A  at  Poteau  further  in 
rulemaking.  The  supporting  comments 
submitted  should  include  a  showing  of 
the  area  and  population  which  would  be 
provided  with  a  second  service  from  a 
Poteau  channel  250  facility  when  based 
on  Goldsboro-Roanoke  Rapids  criteria, 
since  it  is  lacking  in  the  petitioner’s  pres¬ 
ent  showing.  In  order  to  assess  the  sig¬ 
nificance  of  the  preclusionary  impact  of 
the  proposed  assignment,  a  showing 
should  also  be  made  as  to  whether  there 
are  other  class  A  channels  available  for 
assignment  to  Atoka,  Okla.,  and  to 
Clarksville,  Tex. 

18.  Gulfport,  Miss.  (RM-1957). — Don 
Partridge  and  Houston  L.  Pearce,  in  a 
petition  filed  April  5,  1972,  and  a  sup¬ 
plement  thereto  filed  on  March  15,  1973, 
seek  the  assignment  of  channel  244A  to 
Gulfport,  Miss,  (population,  40,791),  for 
a  third  class  A  FM  assignment  for  which 
they  can  apply,  Gulfport,  the  seat  of  Har¬ 
rison  Coimty  (population,  134,582),  is 
located  on  the  southern  coast  of  Missis¬ 
sippi,  approximately  10  miles  west  of 
Biloxi,  Miss,  (population.  48,486),  also 
in  Harrison  County.  Both  cities  are  the 
central  cities  in  the  Biloxi-Gulfport  ur¬ 
banized  area  (population,  121,601)  and 
the  Biloxi-Gulfport  standard  metropoli¬ 
tan  statistical  area  (population,  134,582) . 
Gulfport  has  two  AM  broadcast  stations, 
both  unlimited  time  operations,  and  two 
class  A  FM  stations  (WTAM,  channel 
272A.  and  WROA-FM,  channel  296A), 
which  occupy  its  only  FM  assignments. 
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The  only  other  aural  broadcast  stations 
in  Harrison  County  are  the  three  at  Bi¬ 
loxi;  two  AM  broadcast  stations  (one,  an 
unlimited  time  OF>eration  and  the  other, 
a  daytime-only  operation) .  and  a  class  C 
FM  station,  which  occupies  the  only  Bi¬ 
loxi  FM  assignment. 

19.  The  petitioner’s  engineering  analy¬ 
sis  indicates  that  the  proposed  Gulfport 
channel  244A  assignment  could  be  made 
in  conformance  with  the  Commission’s 
minimum  mileage  separation  require¬ 
ments  and  without  affecting  existing  as¬ 
signments.  Their  preclusion  study  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  preclusionary  effect  of  the 
proposed  assignment  could  not  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  serious.  While  future  assign¬ 
ments  on  channels  243  and  244  would  be 
foreclosed,  the  preclusion  on  channel  243 
would  occur  over  the  lower  portion  of 
Plaquemines  Parish,  La.,  and  over  the 
Chandeleur  Islands,  off  the  coast  of 
Louisiana,  where  there  appear  to  be  no 
communities  and  few  people. 

20.  In  support  of  their  proposal,  the 
petitioners  state  that,  although  no  addi¬ 
tional  FM  assignments  have  been  made 
to  Gulfport  since  the  two  it  has  were  as¬ 
signed  in  1963,  the  population  of  Gulf¬ 
port  increased  from  30,204  in  1960  to 
40,791  in  1970  (35.1  percent) ;  the  popu¬ 
lation  of  Harrison  County  increased  from 
119,489  in  1960  to  134,582  in  1970  (10.1 
p>ercent) ;  and  a  Gulfport  housing  au¬ 
thority  study  projects  a  population  of 
59,000  for  Gulfport  and  169,000  for  Har¬ 
rison  Coimty  by  1985.  They  also  point 
out  that  information  provided  by  the 
Gulfport  area  Chamber  of  Commerce  in¬ 
dicates  that  during  the  1960-1970  poriod, 
the  number  of  businesses  in  Gulfport 
nearly  doubled  and  gross  retail  sales  in¬ 
creased  from  $54,951,577  to  $243,355,584. 
The  assignment  of  the  proposed  class  A 
channel  to  Gulfport  would,  they  urge, 
help  fulfill  the  need  for  another  facility 
developjed  by  the  population  increase 
since  the  existing  assignments  were 
made.  ’The  potitioners  furnish  other  in¬ 
formation  in  support  of  their  claim  that 
Gulfport  is  a  burgeoning  industrial  area, 
possesses  a  strategic  port  location  which 
is  one  of  the  most  accessible  on  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico,  and  has  diversified  manufac¬ 
turing  and  service  industries,  an  estab¬ 
lished  tourist  business,  and  a  rapidly  ex¬ 
panding  economy.  Among  the  many  fac¬ 
tors  which,  they  state,  influence  the  con¬ 
tinuing  growth  of  the  economy  in  the 
Gulfport  area,  are  the  military  and  Gov¬ 
ernment  installations,  among  w’hich  the 
Seebee  Base,  one  of  three  such  bases 
in  the  covmtry,  the  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  regional  medical  facilities  in  Gulf¬ 
port  and  Biloxi,  the  Keesler  Air  Force 
Base,  the  electronics  center  of  the  U.S. 
Air  Force,  at  Biloxi,  which  also  has  an 
annex  in  Gulfport;  the  Air  National 
Guard  training  facility  at  the  Gulfport 
Municipal  Airport;  the  NASA  Mississippi 
Test  Facility,  some  25  miles  west  of 
Gulfport;  a  forest  genetics  research  cen¬ 
ter  and  a  fish  hatchery  north  of  Gulf¬ 
port.  and  the  Litton/Ingalls  twin  com¬ 
plex  in  neighboring  Jackson  County. 

21.  The  assigiunent  of  a  third  FM 
channel  to  Gulfport  would  exceed  the 
population  criteria  for  FM  assignments. 


but  as  we  have  stated  in  other  cases, 
they  are  viewed  as  a  guide  rather  than 
an  Immutable  standard,  and  are  but  one 
of  mmiy  considerations  to  be  weighed  in 
arriving  at  a  fair,  efficient,  and  equitable 
distribution  of  FM  assignments  imder 
section  307(b)  of  the  Conununications 
Act.  Since  it  appears  from  the  poti¬ 
tioners’  showing  that  the  proposed  Gulf¬ 
port  channel  244A  assignment  would  not 
be  technically  feasible  for  assignment 
and  use  in  any  commimity  other  than 
Gulfport  without  requiring  additional 
changes  in  the  FM  table  of  assignments; 
that  it  would  not  have  any  significant 
preclusionary  effect  on  future  assign¬ 
ments  elsewhere;  and  that  it  might  serve 
a  demand  and  need  for  an  additional  FM 
local  service  in  the  growing  Gulfport 
area,  we  think  it  merits  further  consid¬ 
eration  in  rulemaking. 

22.  In  view  of  the  foregoing,  and  pur¬ 
suant  to  authority  found  in  sections  4 
(i),  303  (g)  and  (r)  and  307(b)  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934,  as  amaid- 
ed,  we  propx)se  to  consider  the  following 
revision  in  the  FM  table  of  assignments, 
§  73.202(b)  of  the  Commission’s  rules, 
with  respoct  to  the  cities  listed  below. 


Channel  No. 

Present 

Proposed 

Lebanon,  Mo . 

....  279 

221  A.  279 

Poteau,  Okla . 

....  «2A,297 

2.50,297 

GuU|*ort,  Miss . 

....  272A,  296A 

244A,  272A,  296A 

23.  It  is  ordered.  Pursuant  to  section 
316  of  the  Communicatlcms  Act  of  1934, 
as  amended,  that  LeFlore  C!oimty  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.  shall  show  cause  why  its 
license  should  not  be  modified  to  sp>ecify 
operation  on  channel  250  in  lieu  of  chan¬ 
nel  252A  if  the  propx)sed  channel  sub¬ 
stitution  is  made. 

24.  Showings  required. — Comments  are 
invited  on  the  proposals  set  forth  and 
discussed  above.  Proponents  will  be  ex- 
p)ected  to  answer  whatever  questions,  if 
any,  are  raised  in  the  notice  and  other 
questions  that  may  be  presented  by  the 
initial  comments.  The  proponents  are  ex- 
pocted  to  file  comments  even  if  nothing 
more  than  to  incorporate  by  reference 
their  potitions,  and  are  expocted  to  state 
their  intentions  to  ap>ply  for  their  respoc- 
tive  channels,  if  assigned,  and  if  author¬ 
ized  to  promptly  build  the  station.  Fail¬ 
ure  to  make  this  showing  may  result  in 
the  denial  of  the  potition. 

25.  Cutoff  procedures. — The  following 
procedures  will  govern  the  consideration 
of  filings  in  this  proceeding: 

(a)  Counterproposals  advanced  in  this 
proceeding  itself  will  be  considered,  if 
advanced  in  initial  comments,  so  that 
parties  may  comment  on  them  in  reply 
comments.  They  will  not  be  considered, 
if  advanced  in  reply  comments. 

(b)  With  respoct  to  petitions  for  rule- 
making  which  conflict  with  the  proposal 
in  this  notice,  they  will  be  considered  as 
comments  in  the  proceeding,  and  public 
notice  to  this  effect  will  be  given  as  long 
as  they  are  filed  before  the  date  for  fil¬ 
ing  Initial  comments  herein.  If  filed  later 
than  that,  they  will  not  be  considered  In 


connection  with  the  decision  in  this 
docket. 

26.  Pursuant  to  applicable  procedures 
set  out  In  S  1.415  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulaticms,  interested  p>arties 
may  file  comments  on  or  before  June  22, 
1973,  and  reply  comments  on  or  before 
July  3,  1973.  All  submissions  by  parties  to 
this  proceeding  or  p)ersons  acting  on  be¬ 
half  of  such  parties  must  be  made  in 
written  comments,  reply  comments,  or 
other  appropriate  pleadings. 

27.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  1.419  of  the  Commission’s  rules  and 
regulations,  an  original  and  14  copies  of 
all  comments,  reply  comments,  pleadings, 
briefs,  or  other  documents  shall  be  fur¬ 
nished  the  Commissi(m. 

28.  All  filings  made  in  this  proceeding 
will  be  available  for  examination  by  in¬ 
terested  parties  during  regular  business 
hours  in  the  Ckunmission’s  public  refer¬ 
ence  room  at  its  headquarters  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  (1919  M  Street  NW). 

Adopted:  May  9, 1973. 

Released:  May  14,  1973. 

Federal  Commttnications 
Commission,* 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary 

(FR  Doc.73-»924  Piled  6-17-73:8:46  am] 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

[  49  CFR  Part  1002  ] 

I  Ex  Parte  No.  246  (Sub-No.  1)  ] 

REGULATIONS  GOVERNING  FEES  FOR 

SERVICES  PERFORMED  IN  CONNEC¬ 
TION  WITH  LICENSING  AND  RELATED 

ACTIVITIES 

Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  and  Order 

At  a  general  session  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  held  at  its  office 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  the  11th  day  of 
May,  1973. 

’This  proceeding  is  being  instituted  on 
our  own  motion  to  consider  a  proposal 
concerning  fees  to  be  charged  the  public 
for  copies  of  transcript  of  Commission 
proceedings. 

Under  §  1002.1(h)  of  this  Commis¬ 
sion’s  general  rules  and  regulations,  per¬ 
sons  requesting  copies  of  transcript  of 
testimony  and  of  oral  argument  or  ex¬ 
tracts  therefrom  are  required  to  pur¬ 
chase  such  documents  from  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  official  reporter  at  rates  agreed 
upon  by  annual  contract  based  on  estab¬ 
lished  contract  bidding  procedures  be¬ 
tween  the  Commission  and  the  report¬ 
ing  company. 

The  present  rate  for  "regular  tran¬ 
script’’  (i.e.,  transcript  made  available 
on  other  than  the  day  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  the  day  of  the  hearing  or  argu¬ 
ment),  is  approximately  $1  per  page. 
Regular  transcript  is  generally  delivered 
in  from  2  to  3  weeks  depending  upon 
whether  the  proceeding  was  held  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  or  away  from  the  city. 
The  rate  per  page  for  "daily  transcript” 

■  CThalrman  Burch  absent. 
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which  is  deivered  the  day  after  a  hearing 
or  argument  is  nearly  twice  that  for 
“regular  transcript”.  The  significantly 
higher  charge  assessed  in  this  connec¬ 
tion  is  occasioned  by  the  increased  costs 
to  the  reporting  company  in  providing 
expedited  service. 

The  recently  enacted  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  of  1972 
(Public  Law  92-463:  86  Stat.  770)  re¬ 
quire  the  Commission  to  change  the  pro¬ 
cedures  which  it  presently  uses  in  mak¬ 
ing  copies  of  transcript  available  to  the 
public.  Thus,  section  11  of  the  act  states 
in  part  as  follows: 

(a)  Except  where  prohibited  by  contrac¬ 
tual  agreements  entered  Into  prior  to  the 
efTective  date  of  this  Act,  agencies  and  ad¬ 
visory  committees  shall  make  available  to 
any  person,  at  actual  cost  of  duplication, 
copies  of  transcripts  of  agency  proceedings 
or  advisory  committee  meetings. 

At  the  time  the  Federal  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  Act  was  adopted,  the  Commission 
had  a  contract  in  effect  with  a  reporting 
company.  However,  that  agreement  ex¬ 
pires  on  June  30,  1973,  and  after  that 
date,  new  provisions  for  making  tran¬ 
script  available  to  the  public  must  be 
made  in  order  to  comport  with  section 
11  of  the  statute  in  question. 

In  reviewing  this  matter,  it  was  foimd 
that  requests  for  “daily  copy”  were  made 
by  the  public  in  less  than  2  percent  of 
the  Commission’s  hearings  held  in  fiscal 
year  1972  and  in  less  than  1  percent  of 
those  hearings  held  during  the  first  6 
months  of  fiscal  year  1973. 

It  would  seem  therefore  that  in  most 
Commission  proceedings,  the  availability 
of  “regular  copy”  will  meet  the  needs  of 
the  public  for  copies  of  transcript.  At  the 
same  time,  some  provision  should  be 
made  to  have  “daily  copy”  transcript 
available  to  the  public.  However,  in  those 
few  instances  where  such  service  is  nec¬ 
essary,  the  costs  are  significantly  higher 
than  those  for  “regular  copy”.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  and  because  the  Commission  must 
pay  the  entire  cost  entailed  in  preparing 
the  original  transcript,  some  control 
must  be  exercised  over  requests  for  “daily 
copy”. 

To  accomplish  this  aim  while  bringing 
its  procedures  into  harmony  with  the 
Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  of  1972, 
the  Commission  proposes  to  amend  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (h)  of  §  1002.1 
as  follows: 

§  1002.1  Fops  for  copying,  ccrtifiration, 

and  servirpti  in  connection  therewith. 

•  •  «  *  • 

(h)  Transcript  of  testimony  and  of 
orai  argument,  or  extracts  therefrom, 
may  be  purchased  by  the  public  from  the 
Commission’s  official  reporter.  ’Tran¬ 
script  will  be  furnished  to  the  public  at 
actual  cost  to  the  official  reporter  for 
making  copies  of  the  original  transcript. 
This  amount  may  include  reasonable 
overhead  and  profit  but  may  not  include 
any  of  the  original  cost  of  the  transcrip¬ 
tion.  ’Transcript  will  be  delivered  within 
14  calendar  days  after  the  close  of  each 
day’s  proceeding  in  Washington,  D.C., 
and  within  21  calendar  days  after  the 
close  of  each  day’s  proceeding  held  out¬ 


side  Washington,  D.C.  Any  person  seek¬ 
ing  transcript  on  an  expedited  basis  must 
file  a  petition  with  the  Commission  not 
later  than  10  calendar  days  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  hearing  setting  forth  the 
pertinent  information  which  necessitates 
expedited  delivery.  If  a  petition  is 
granted,  the  transcript  will  be  made 
available  at  actual  cost  of  duplication  to 
all  interested  members  of  the  public.  If, 
however,  all  petitions  are  denied,  any 
person  desiring  “daily  copy”  will  have  to 
negotiate  directly  with  the  official  re¬ 
porter.  The  Commission  will  insure  by 
contract  that  daily  copy  will  be  provided 
and  that  the  rate  charged  will  not  exceed 
that  applicable  to  the  Commission  for 
original  transcript  if  such  demand  is 
made  at  least  3  days  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  hearing. 

Interested  persons  are  invited  to  sub¬ 
mit  written  comments  on  the  proposed 
requirements.  Comments  should  identify 
the  docket  number  [Ex  parte  246  (sub- 
No.  1)1,  and  be  submitted  to:  Secretary, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20423.  Fifteen  copies  of  such 
comments  should  be  submitt^  on  or  be¬ 
fore  June  20,  1973. 

All  comments  will  be  available  for  pub¬ 
lic  inspection  at  the  offices  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  12th  and 
Constitution  Avenue  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.,  during  regular  business  hours. 

’This  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  is 
issued  pursuant  to  the  authority  of  sec¬ 
tion  11  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee  Act  (Public  Law  92-463;  86  Stat.  770) , 
and  section  553  of  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (title  5  USC'553). 

In  compliance  with  the  statutory  notice 
requirement  of  the  institution  of  this 
proceeding.  It  is  ordered.  That  copies  of 
this  notice  be  mailed  to  the  (3ovemor  of 
every  State  and  to  the  Public  Utilities 
Commissions  or  Boards  of  each  State 
having  jurisdiction  over  transjwrtation. 
A  copy  will  also  be  available  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary  for  public  inspection. 

By  the  Commission. 

[sEALl  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9956  PUed  5-17-73:8:46  am) 

ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[  10  CFR  Part  20  ] 

STANDARDS  FOR  PROTECTION  AGAINST 
RADIATION 

Procedures  for  Receiving  and  Opening 
Packages 

’The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  has 
under  consideration  amendments  to  its 
regulations  in  10  CFR,  Part  20,  “Stand¬ 
ards  for  Protection  Against  Radiation” 
to  include  a  requirement  that  licensees 
who  pick  up  packages  of  radioactive  ma¬ 
terial  at  the  carrier’s  facilities  do  so  ex¬ 
peditiously  and  that  all  labelled  packages 
of  radioactive  material  in  other  than 
“special  form”  be  monitored  on  receipt 
for  significant,  removable,  external 
contamination. 

On  February  25,  1972,  the  Commission 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  (37 
FR  3985)  an  amendment  to  10  CFR  part 


20  to  require  licensees  to  have  procedures 
for  opening  packages,  but  this  amend¬ 
ment  did  not  specifically  require  moni¬ 
toring  of  the  packages  by  licensees  on 
receipt.  In  the  report  entitled  “Special 
Study  of  the  Carriage  of  Radioactive 
Material  by  Air,”  the  National  Transpor¬ 
tation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  recom¬ 
mended  “that  the  AEC  or  agreement 
States,  as  appsopriate,  require  the  con¬ 
signees  of  all  shipments  of  type  B  or 
larger  amoimts  of  radioactive  materials 
to  assure  that  these  shipments  are 
promptly  picked  up  from  the  carrier’s 
facility,  and  are  delivered  to  and  moni¬ 
tored  without  delay  at  the  facility 
of  the  consignee.”  ’The  report  is  dated 
April  26,  1972,  and  numbered  NTSB- 
AAS-72-4.  To  further  reduce  the  like¬ 
lihood  6f  leakage  of  radioactive  mate¬ 
rials  during  transport,  the  AEC  assisted 
the  Department  of  ’Transportation 
(DOT)  in  developing  an  amendment 
to  DOT  regulations  to  require  leak- 
testing  of  certain  packages  by  the 
shipper  prior  to  delivery  of  those  pack¬ 
ages  to  a  carrier  for  transport.  That 
amendment  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  May  24,  1972  (37  FR  10515), 
as  a  proposed  rule,  and  on  September  2, 

1972  (37  FR  17968),  to  be  effective  on 
December  30,  1972.  Delta  Airlines,  in  a 
petition  for  rule  making  (PRM-20-4) 
dated  December  27,  1972,  asked  AEC  to 
issue  a  regulation  along  the  lines  of  the 
NTSB  recommendation.  A  notice  of  filing 
of  petition  for  rulemaking  was  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  February  13, 

1973  (38  FR  4358).  ’The  Commission  be¬ 
lieves  that  prompt  pickup  and  monitor¬ 
ing  of  a  package  on  receipt,  and  report¬ 
ing  of  any  contamination  found,  as  sug¬ 
gested  in  the  recommendation  and  peti¬ 
tion,  are  good  practice  and  will  aid  in 
protecting  health  and  minimizing  danger 
to  life  and  property.  The  Commission  be¬ 
lieves  the  propos^  amendments  would 
implement  the  NTSB  recommendations 
and  the  Delta  petition  in  that  regard  in¬ 
sofar  as  AEC  licensees  are  involved. 

The  AEC  proposes  to  deviate  from  the 
NTSB  monitoring  recommendation  in 
that  the  monitoring  requirement  here 
proposed  would  be  limited  to  those  cases 
where  the  contained  radioactive  mate¬ 
rials  are  in  a  form  other  than  gaseous  or 
“special  form,”  as  that  term  is  defined 
in  the  regulations  of  the  Department  of 
’Transportation,  giving  credit  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  against  leakage  and  spread  of 
contamination  provided  by  sealed  sources 
and  solid  forms  of  material.  ’The  N’TSB 
recommendation  did  not  distinguish 
among  material  forms.  The  monitoring 
requirement  here  proposed  would  apply 
to  all  labelled  packages  of  radioactive 
materials,  subject  to  the  restriction  on 
the  material  form,  including  both  type 
B  packages,  as  recommended  by  NTSB, 
and  the  smaller  quantity  type  A  pack¬ 
ages.  It  is  readily  apparent  that  type  A 
quantities  of  liquids  and  powders  have  as 
much  likelihood  of  leakage  during  trans¬ 
port  as  have  type  B  quantities  of  liquids 
and  powders,  and  also  have  the  potential 
for  spread  of  contamination  should  leak¬ 
age  occur,  notwithstanding  the  smaller 
quantities  of  radioactive  materials 
involved. 
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Reporting  to  the  carrier  and  the  AEG 
would  be  required  if  “significant,  remov¬ 
able.  radioactive  contamination’’  ts 
foiuid.  This  term  is  d^ned  in  49  CFR 
173.397  “Contamination  control’’  of  the 
regxUations  of  the  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation  (DOT) ,  and  means  removable 
contamination,  as  measured  (m  the  ab¬ 
sorbent  material  used  to  wipe  the  pack¬ 
age  exteri(»',  in  excess  of  10-'*  curie  per 
square  centimeter  beta-gamma,  and  10-^^ 
curie  per  square  centimeter  alpha,  for  all 
contaminants  except  natural  or  depleted 
uraniiun  and  natural  thorium,  where  the 
limits  are  higher  by  a  factor  of  10. 

The  proposed  mcmitoring  requirement 
and  the  subsequent  reporting  of  any  posi¬ 
tive  finding  to  both  the  carrier  involved 
and  the  Commission  would: 

1.  Advise  the  carrier  of  possible  con¬ 
tamination  of  his  vehicle  and  facilities; 

2.  Permit  the  Commission  to  alert  the 
Department  of  Transportation  as  to  a 
possible  contamination  incident,  and  to 
allow  the  Commission  to  initiate  an  in¬ 
vestigation  to  determine  the  cause  of  the 
leakage  and  to  take  any  necessary  correc¬ 
tive  action;  and 

3.  Alert  the  licensee-receiver  to  a  poten¬ 
tial  contamination  problem  in  opoiing  of 
the  package  and  in  his  facility. 

The  monitoring  requirement,  as  pro¬ 
posed,  would  apply  to  labeled  packages 
of  radioactive  material.  Thus,  some  very 
small  quantities  of  radioactive  material, 
some  low  specific  activity  radioactive  ma¬ 
terial,  and  some  manufactured  articles 
containing  radiosictive  materials  in  a 
nondispersible  form  as  a  component  part, 
would  excluded  on  the  basis  of  the  very 
small  hazard  and  contamination  poten¬ 
tial  they  represent.  These  items  are  spec¬ 
ified  in  5§  173.391  and  173.392  of  49  CTFR 
part  173. 


Pursuant  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  and  section  553  of  title 
5  of  the  United  States  Code,  notice  is 
hereby  given  that  ad(vtion  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment  to  10  CFR  part  20  is  con¬ 
templated.  All  interested  persons  who 
desire  to  submit  written  comments  or 
suggestions  for  consideration  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  proposed  amendments 
should  send  them  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Commission,  U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.C.  20545,  atten¬ 
tion:  Chief,  Public  Proceedings  Staff,  by 
July  2,  1973.  Copies  of  comments  on  the 
proposed  amendments  may  be  examined 
at  the  Commission’s  Public  Document 
Room  at  1717  H  Street  NW..  Washington, 
DC. 

(1)  The  section  heading  of  S  20.205  is 
amended  to  read  “Procedures  for  picking 
up,  receiving  and  opening  packages.’’ 

(2)  The  present  text  of  S  20.205  is 
designated  paragraph  (a) ,  and  new  para¬ 
graphs  (b)  and  (c)  are  added  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  20.205  Procedures  for  picking  up,  re¬ 
ceiving  and  opening  packages. 

(a)  •  •  * 

(b)  Each  licensee  who  picks  up  a  pack¬ 
age  of  radioactive  material  from  a  car¬ 
rier’s  terminal  shall  pick  up  such  package 
as  expeditiously  as  possible  upon  notifi¬ 
cation  by  the  carrier  of  its  arrlvsJ. 

(c)  Each  licensee,  on  receipt  of  a  pack¬ 
age  of  radioactive  material  other  than  as 
gases  or  as  “special  form’’  as  defined  in 
49  CFR  173.389  of  the  regulations  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  bearing 
a  radioactive  material  label  as  required 
by  49  CFR  173.399  of  the  regulations  of 
the  Department  of  Transportation,  shall 


promptly  monitor  the  package  for  ex¬ 
ternal  contamination  by  the  radioactive 
material  in  the  package.  If  significant, 
removable,  radioactive  contamination, 
defined  as  follows  in  49  CPU  173.397  of 
the  regulaticns  of  the  D^mrtment  of 
Transportation,  is  foimd,  immediate 
notification  shall  be  made  to  the  carrier 
involved,  and  by  telephone  and  tdegraph 
to  the  appropriate  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission  Regulatory  Operations  Regional 
Office  shown  in  appendix  D  of  this  part:. 

(1)  Removable  radioactive  contami¬ 
nation  is  not  significant  if  the  average 
amount  of  radioactive  contamination 
which  can  be  removed  by  wiping  the  ex¬ 
ternal  siirface  of  the  package  with  an 
absorbent  material,  as  measured  on  the 
wiping  material  does  not  exceed — 

(1)  10‘“  curie  per  square  centimeter 
beta-gamma  (2,200  dlslntegrations/min 
per  100  cm*)  and  10'“  curie  per  square 
centimeter  alpha  (220  disintegrations/ 
min  per  100  cm*)  for  all  contaminants 
except  natural  or  depleted  uranium  and 
natural  thorium;  or 

(il)  10"“  curie  per  square  centimeter 
beta-gamma  (22,000  disintegrations/ 
min  per  100  cm*)  and  10'“  curie  per 
square  centimeter  alpha  (2,200  disinte- 
gratlons/min  per  100  cm*)  where  the  only 
contaminant  is  known  to  be  natural  or 
depleted  uranium  or  natural  thorium. 
(Sec.  161,  68  SUt.  648;  42  UB.C.  2201.) 

Dated  at  Clermantown,  Md.,  this  16th 
day  of  May  1973. 

For  the  At<Hnic  Energy  Ckmunlssion. 

Gordon  M.  Grant, 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Commission. 
[FR  Doc.73-10091  FUed  5-17-73;ll:13  am] 
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DEPART^;ENT  OF  STATE 

I  Public  Notice  CM-301 

ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERNA¬ 
TIONAL,  EDUCATIONAL,  AND  CUL¬ 
TURAL  AFFAIRS 

Notice  of  Meeting 

The  UJ5.  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
ternational  Educational  and  Cultural 
AHalrs  will  meet  in  open  session  cm  Fri¬ 
day,  Jime  1,  1973,  at  the  Departmeht  of 
State,  room  1410,  9  8.m.  to  4  p.m.  The 
agenda  will  include  continuing  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  Commission’s  objectives,  and 
consideration  of  a  suggestion  that  private 
sector  funding  for  Commission  work  be 
explored. 

For  purposes  of  fulfilling  building  secu¬ 
rity  requirements,  anyone  wishing  to  at¬ 
tend  the  meeting  must  advise  the  staff 
director  by  telephone  in  advance  of  the 
meeting.  Telephone:  632-2764. 

Dated  May  8, 1973. 

Margaret  G.  Twybian, 

Staff  Director, 
Commission  Secretariat. 

|FR  Doc.73-9938  PUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


(Public  Notice  CM-31] 

FINE  ARTS  COMMITTEE 
Notice  of  Meeting 

The  Fine  Arts  Committee  will  hold  its 
semiannual  meeting  on  Friday,  May  25, 
1973,  at  2:30  p.m.  in  the  John  Quincy 
Adams  room  in  the  diplomatic  reception 
rooms. 

The  agenda  will  include  the  announce¬ 
ment  of  new  committee  members,  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  recent  gifts  and  loans  to  the 
Americana  project  and  a  summary  of 
the  work  of  the  Fine  Arts  Committee 
since  its  last  meeting  in  December. 

The  meeting  is  open  to  the  public  and 
anyone  wishing  to  attend  should  tele¬ 
phone  Mr.  Conger’s  ofiBce  prior  to  the 
meeting,  area  code  202-632-0298  to  make 
arrangements  to  enter  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  building. 

Dated  May  9, 1973. 

Clement  E.  Conger. 

Chairman,  Fine  Arts  Committee. 

(PR  Doc.73-9939  PUed  8-17-73;8;46  am) 


[Public  Notice  CM-34I 

NATIONAL  COMMITTEE  FOR  THE  INTER¬ 
NATIONAL  RADIO  CONSULTATIVE  COM¬ 
MITTEE  (CCIR) 

Study  Groups  10  and  11;  Notice  of  Meeting 
The  Department  of  State  announces 
that  study  groups  10  and  11  of  the  UJS. 


National  Committee  for  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Radio  Consultative  Committee 
(CCIR)  will  meet  jointly  on  May  31, 1973, 
under  the  chairmanship  of  Mr.  A.  Prose 
Walker  of  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission.  The  meeting  will  ccmvene  at 
10  a.m.  in  room  A-106,  Federal  Commu- 
nlcatimis  Commission  Annex,  1229  20th 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 

Study  group  10  deals  with  questions 
relating  to  sound  broadcasting;  study 
group  11  deals  with  questions  relating 
to  television  broadcasting.  ’The  agenda 
for  the  meeting  will  include  ccmsidera- 
tion  of  the  draft  documents  being  de¬ 
veloped  as  proposed  contributions  by  the 
United  States  to  the  international  meet¬ 
ings  of  the  study  groups  in  1974.  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  general  public  who  desire  to 
attend  the  meeting  will  be  admitted  up 
to  the  limits  of  the  capacity  of  the  meet¬ 
ing  room. 

Dated  May  14,  1973. 

Gordon  L.  Huffcutt, 
Chairman. 

U.S.  CCIR  National  Committee. 

[PR  Doc.73-9888  PUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


SECRETARY  OF  STATE’S  ADVISORY  COM¬ 
MITTEE  ON  PRIVATE  INTERNATIONAL 
LAW 

Meeting  of  Study  Group  on  Protection  of 
Bona  Fide  Purchaser  of  Corporeal 
Movables 

A  meeting  of  the  study  group  on  the 
protection  of  the  bona  fide  purchaser  of 
corporeal  movables,  a  subgroup  of  the 
Secretary  of  State’s  Advisory  Committee 
on  Private  International  Law,  will  take 
place  CHI  Thursday,  May  24,  1973,  at 
the  O’Hare  International  Tower,  which 
is  adjacent  to  O’Hare  Airport,  in  Chicago. 
The  meeting,  which  will  begin  at  9  a.m., 
will  be  open  to  the  public. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  meeting 
is  to  study  a  draft  uniform  law  on  the 
protection  of  the  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  corporeal  movables,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  identifying  the  problems,  if 
any,  that  the  draft  uniform  law  would 
raise  for  the  United  States.  The  study 
group  will  be  making  recommendations 
to  the  Department  of  State  on  the  posi¬ 
tions  that  should  be  taken  at  a  meeting 
of  Government  experts  that  will  be  re¬ 
viewing  the  draft  in  Rome  in  June. 

Members  of  the  public  who  desire  to 
attend  the  meeting  will  be  admitted  up 
to  the  limits  of  the  capacity  of  the  meet¬ 
ing  room. 

Dated  May  11,  1973. 

Robert  E.  Dalton, 
Executive  Director. 
[PR  Doc.73-9887  PUed  5-17-73:8:45  ami 


[Public  Notice  CM-32] 

SHIPPING  COORDINATING  COMMITTEE; 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  CODE  OF  CON¬ 
DUCT  FOR  LINER  CONFERENCES 

Notice  of  Meeting 

A  meeting  of  the  Subcommittee  on  the 
Code  of  Conduct  for  Liner  Conferences 
will  be  held  at  10  a.m.  on  Wednesday, 
May  30,  1973,  in  room  1207,  Department 
of  State,  to  consider  the  final  U.S.  posi¬ 
tions  for  the  next  session  of  the  United 
Nations  Conference  on  Trade  and  Devel¬ 
opment  (UNCTTAD)  Preparatory  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Code  of  Conduct  for  Liner 
Conferences,  to  be  held  in  Geneva, 
Jime  4-29,  1973. 

The  meeting  will  be  closed  to  the  pub¬ 
lic,  imder  a  determination  to  do  so, 
made  imder  the  provisions  of  section 
10(d)  of  Public  Law  92-463. 

For  information  regarding  the  meet¬ 
ing,  contact  Mr.  Richard  K.  Bank,  Sec¬ 
retary,  Shipping  Coordinating  Commit¬ 
tee,  Department  of  State,  Washington, 
D.C.  20520,  telephone  202-632-0704. 

Dated  May  11,  1973. 

Ronald  A.  Webb, 

Chairman, 

Shipping  Coordinating  Committee. 

[PR  Dcx!.73-9886  Piled  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


Agency  for  International  Development 

DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  CAPITAL  AND 
COMMERCIAL  DEVELOPMENT  BUREAU 
FOR  SUPPORTING  ASSISTANCE 

Redelegation  of  Authority 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated 
to  me  by  “AID  Delegations  of  Authority 
No.  5,”  dated  December  29.  1961  (27 
FR  449),  as  amended,  with  respect  to 
“Loan  Agreements”;  No.  38,  dated 
April  10,  1964  (29  FTt  5280),  as  amended, 
with  respect  to  “Project  Agreements, 
Trust  F\md  Agreements,  and  Grants  to 
International  Organizations”;  and  No. 
97,  dated  September  18,  1972  (37  FR 
20267),  with  respect  to  other  authorities 
and  functions  delegated  to  me,  I  hereby 
redelegate  to  the  Director,  OfiBce  of  Capi¬ 
tal  and  Commercial  Development,  Bu¬ 
reau  for  Supporting  Assistance,  author¬ 
ity  to  exercise  any  of  the  following  func¬ 
tions  assigned  to  me  for  countries  within 
my  area  of  responsibility,  retaining  for 
myself  concurrent  authority  to  exercise 
any  of  the  functions  herein  redelegated: 

1.  Authority  to  negotiate  loan  and 
capital  assist^ce  grant  agreements  and 
amendments  thereto,  with  respect  to 
loans  and  capital  assistance  gp-ants  au¬ 
thorized  imder  the  PY>relgn  Assistance 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (the  Act),  in 
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accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  author- 
izaticm  of  such  loan  or  grant; 

2.  Authority  to  implement  loan  and 
capital  assistance  grant  agreements  with 
respect  to  loans  and  capital  assistance 
grants  authorized  under  the  Act  and 
loans  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Direc¬ 
tors  of  the  corporate  Development  Loan 
Fund,  including  the  following: 

(a)  Authority  to  prepare,  negotiate, 
sign  and  deliver  letters  of  implemen¬ 
tation; 

(b)  Authority  to  review  and  approve 
documents  and  other  evidence  submitted 
by  borrowers  or  grantees  in  satisfaction 
of  conditions  precedent  to  financing 
imder  such  loan  or  grant  agreements; 

(c)  Authority  to  negotiate,  execute 
and  implement  all  agreements  and  other 
documents  ancillary  to  such  loan  and 
grant  agreements;  and 

(d)  Authority  to  approve  contractors, 
review  and  approve  the  terms  of  con¬ 
tracts,  amendments  and  modifications 
thereto  and  invitaticois  for  bids  with  re¬ 
spect  to  such  contracts  financed  by  funds 
made  available  under  such  loan  or  grant 
agreements. 

The  authorities  herein  redelegated  may 
be  exercised  by  a  person  who  is  perform¬ 
ing  the  functions  of  Director  in  an  act¬ 
ing  capacity,  and  may  be  redelegated  as 
appropriate,  but  not  successively  redele¬ 
gated.  within  the  Office  of  Capital  and 
Commercial  Develorwnent. 

The  authorities  eniunerated  above  may 
be  redelegated  to  Mission  Directors  for 
coimtries  within  my  area  of  responsibil¬ 
ity  in  whole  or  in  part  as  may  be  deemed 
necessary  or  desirable,  or,  in  coimtries 
with  no  missions,  to  the  principal  AID 
official  or  princii>al  diplomatic  officer 
there. 

This  redelegation  of  authority  is  effec¬ 
tive  immediately,  and  includes  ratifica¬ 
tion  of  acts  taken  heretofore  which  are 
consistent  with  the  terms  and  scope  of 
this  redelegation. 

Dated  May  7.  1973. 

Robert  H.  Nooter, 
Assistant  Administrator  for 
Supporting  Assistance. 

[FR  Doc.73-9898  FUed  5-17-73;8:48  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco,  and  Firearms 
FIREARMS 
Granting  of  Relief 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  pursuant  to 
18  U.S.C.  section  925(c)  the  following 
named  persons  have  been  granted  relief 
from  disabilities  imposed  by  Federal  laws 
with  respect  to  the  acquisition,  transfer, 
receipt,  shipment,  or  possession  of  fire¬ 
arms  incurred  by  reason  of  their  convic¬ 
tions  of  crimes  punishable  by  imprison¬ 
ment  for  a  term  exceeding  1  year. 

It  has  been  established  to  my  satisfac¬ 
tion  that  the  circumstances  regarding  the 
convictions  and  each  applicant’s  record 
and  reputation  are  such  that  the  ap¬ 
plicant  will  not  be  likely  to  act  in  a 
manner  dangerous  to  public  safety,  and 
that  the  granting  of  the  relief  will  not  be 
contrary  to  the  public  Interest. 


Beasinger,  Leon  J.,  1210  Pettlbone  Ave.,  FTlnt, 
Mich.,  convicted  on  October  24, 1960,  In  the 
circuit  court.  County  of  Oenesee,  Mich. 

Cllarpenter,  Dan  L..  IS  123  East  DeSmK  St.. 
Spokane,  Wash.,  convicted  on  Septem¬ 
ber  19,  1967,  In  the  Superior  CJourt  of  the 
State  of  Washington  In  and  for  Spokane 
County. 

Clark,  Michael  L.,  1121  McCullough  Ave., 
Huntsville,  Ala.,  convicted  on  October  20, 
1967,  In  the  circuit  court,  Marshall  County, 
Ala.,  on  AprU  11,  1969,  In  the  circuit  court, 
Madison  County,  Ala.,  and  on  January  27, 
1970,  In  the  circuit  court,  Elmore  County, 
Ala. 

Cooley,  Frederick,  R.F.D.  2,  Dexter,  Maine, 
convicted  on  September  28,  1970,  In  Dover- 
Poxcroft  Superior  Court,  Maine. 

Crawford,  Freddie  W.,  Box  17,  South  Daniels 
Creek  Rd.,  Collinsville,  Va.,  convicted  on 
April  5,  1967,  and  on  April  3,  1968,  In  the 
circuit  court,  Henry  County,  Va. 

Dobson,  James  B.,  3270  Oregon  St.,  Spring- 
field,  Oreg.,  convicted  on  December  22. 1967, 
in  the  circuit  court  of  the  State  of  Oregon 
for  Lane  County. 

Drescher,  Jeffrey  A.,  8  West  87th  St.,  New 
York,  N.Y.,  convicted  on  December  38, 1966, 
In  Queens  Supreme  Court,  Queens,  N,Y. 

Fairbanks,  Thurman  T,.  Jr.,  Route  1,  Box  62, 
Easton,  Md.,  convicted  on  June  27,  1968,  In 
the  circuit  court  for  Talbot  County,  Md. 

Folsom,  Frank  R.,  77  Gage  St.,  Apt.  No.  3, 
Augusta,  Maine,  convicted  on  June  8.  1962, 
October  6.  1966,  June  3,  1968,  In  Kennebec 
County  Superior  Ck>urt,  Maine,  and  on 
November  9, 1963,  In  the  U.S.  District  Coiu^, 
New  Haven,  Conn.,  and  on  January  26, 

1969,  in  Somerset  County  Superior  Court, 
Maine. 

Frost,  John  L..  Route  3,  Box  992,  Port  Angeles, 
Wash.,  convicted  on  February  13,  1968,  In 
the  Superior  Court  for  Clallam  County, 
Wash. 

Gordon,  George  W.,  3011  Blaine,  Detroit, 
Mich.,  convicted  on  March  7,  1960,  and  on 
September  27,  1963,  In  the  recorder’s  court, 
Detroit,  Mich. 

Greenwood,  Rudolph  A.,  623  North  Montgo¬ 
mery,  Watertown,  Wls.,  convicted  on 
March  4,  1964,  by  the  circuit  court  of 
Winnebago  County,  HI. 

Hoff.  David  A..  1164  South  Washington,  Apt, 
No.  4,  Cedarburg,  Wls.,  convicted  on  April  3, 

1970,  by  the  circuit  court  of  Milwaukee 
County,  criminal  division,  Wisconsin. 

Jacquet,  Stanley  S.,  2430  Pecan  St.,  RR  No. 
11,  Green  Bay,  Wls.,  convicted  on  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1963,  and  on  September  28,  1966,  by 
the  Brown  County  court.  Brown  County, 
Wls. 

McMenamin,  Jerald  P.,  BR  No.  3,  CTharlton, 
Iowa,  convicted  on  July  26,  1968,  by  the 
Lucas  County  District  Court,  Charlton, 
Iowa. 

Mlkkola,  Clifford  J..  Jr.,  6174  North  Meade 
Ave.,  basement  apt.,  Chicago,  HI.,  convicted 
on  March  24. 1960,  by  the  Hennepin  County 
court,  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Miller,  Louis  A.,  470  Goodrich  Ave.,  St.  Paul, 
Minn.,  convicted  on  November  7,  1961,  In 
the  district  court,  second  judicial  district, 
Ramsey  Coimty,  Minn. 

Moran,  Jerry  L.,  6800  Falrplnes  Rd.,  Chester¬ 
field,  Va.,  convicted  on  February  6,  1968, 
In  the  U.S.  District  Court.  Eastern  Divi¬ 
sion.  Virginia. 

Parrish,  Benjamin  D.,  Star  Rt.  No.  20,  Flor¬ 
ence,  Ala.,  convicted  on  November  16,  1967, 
in  the  Lauderdale  Cotmty  circuit  court, 
Florence,  Ala. 

Polland.  Clinton  L.,  33  Nevada  Ave.,  Glen¬ 
dale  Heights,  HI.,  convicted  on  December 
20.  1960,  In  the  Superior  Court,  Franklin 
County,  Maine. 

Power,  Larry,  BR  No.  2,  Paris,  Mo.,  convicted 
on  September  13,  1966,  by  the  circuit  court 
of  Marlon  County,  Mo. 


Shelton,  Robert  F.,  804  Away,  Medicine 
Lodge,  Kans.,  convicted  on  February  18. 
1943,  In  the  district  court,  Sedgwick 
County.  Kans. 

Smoody,  David  A..  RB  No.  1,  Rlpon,  Wls., 
convicted  on  February  11,  1971.  by  the  Fond 
du  Lac  County  court,  branch  11,  Fond  du 
Lac,  Wls. 

Spencer,  Calvin  F.,  1324  Hamlet  Ave.,  Waynes¬ 
boro,  Va.,  convicted  on  August  10,  1970, 
In  the  circuit  court  of  Waynesboro,  Va. 
Whipple,  Carl  I.,  Lathrope  Road,  Rt.  No.  1. 
Lowman,  N.Y.,  convicted  on  December  18, 
1969,  In  Chemung  County  court,  Elmira, 
N.Y. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  11th 
day  of  May  1973. 

[SEAL]  Rex  D.  Davis, 

Director,  Bureau  of 
Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms. 
[FR  Doc.73-9916  Filed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

ALUMINUM  INGOT  FROM  CANADA 

Determination  of  Sales  at  Less  Than  Fair 
Value 

May  14. 1973. 

Information  was  received  on  April  7, 
1972,  that  aluminum  ingot  from  Canada 
was  being  sold  at  less  than  fair  value 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Antidumping 
Act,  1921.  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.  160  et 
seq.)  (referred  to  in  this  notice  as  “the 
Act”). 

A  Withholding  of  Appraisement  Notice 
issued  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  February  20,  1973  (38  FR  4677). 

I  hereby  determine  that,  for  the  rea¬ 
sons  stated  below,  aluminum  ingot  from 
Canada  is  being,  or  is  likely  to  be,  s(dd 
at  less  than  fair  value  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Act  (19 
U.S.C.  160(a) ) . 

Statement  of  reasons  on  which  this- 
determination  is  based. — The  informa¬ 
tion  before  the  Bureau  of  Customs  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  proper  basis  of  com¬ 
parison  for  fair  value  purposes  is  between 
exporter’s  sales  price  and  the  adjusted 
home  market  price  of  such  or  similar 
merchandise. 

Expiorter’s  sales  price  was  calculated 
by  deducting  from  the  delivered  price  to 
unrelated  purchasers  in  the  United 
States,  U.S.  Customs  duty,  freight,  sell¬ 
ing  expenses,  warehouse  charges,  and 
brokerage  fees,  as  aii^ropriate. 

Home  market  price  was  calculated  on 
the  basis  of  the  f.o.b.  shipping  point 
price,  with  a  deduction  for  Inland  freight. 
Adjustments  were  made  for  rebates,  com¬ 
petitive  discounts,  and  selling  expenses, 
as  appropriate,  and  for  differences  in  the 
merchandise. 

Using  the  above  criteria,  exporter’s 
sales  price  was  found  to  be  lower  than  the 
adjusted  home  market  price  of  such  or 
similar  merchandise. 

'The  U.S.  Tariff  Commission  is  being 
advised  of  this  determination. 

'This  determination  is  being  published 
pursuant  to  section  201(c)  of  the  act  (19 
U.S.C.  160(c)). 

[seal]  Edward  L.  Morgan, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[FR  Doc.73-9928  FUed  6-17-73; 8: 46  am] 
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(T.D.  73-132;  Treasury  Department 
Order  165-23] 

UNITED  STATES  CUSTOMS  SERVICE 
Redesignation 

By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me 
as  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  it  is  hereby 
ordered  that: 

1.  The  Bureau  of  Customs  is  desig¬ 
nated  the  U.S.  Customs  Service,  effective 
August  1, 1973. 

2.  As  appropriate,  all  regulations, 
rules,  orders,  decisions,  forms,  and  other 
Customs  and  Treasury  documents  are 
amended  to  conform  to  this  order  but 
existing  supplies  of  these  materials  shall 
continue  to  be  used  without  change  until 
they  are  exhausted. 

3.  No  action  taken  pursuant  to  this 
designation  shall  be  Invalid  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  any  statute  or  regulation 
provides  or  Indicates  that  the  action 
should  have  been  taken  under  a  different 
name. 

Dated:  April  4. 1973. 

[SEAL]  George  P.  Shultz, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[FR  Doc.73-9916  PUed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


REGENERATIVE  BLOWER/PUMPS  FROM 
WEST  GERMANY 

Antidumping  Proceeding  Notice 

On  April  16,  1973,  information  was 
received  in  proper  form  pursuant  to 
§§  153.26  and  153.27,  Customs  regula¬ 
tions  (19  CFR  153.26,  153.27),  indicating 
a  possibility  that  regenerative  blower/ 
pumps  from  West  Germany  are  being, 
or  are  likely  to  be,  sold  at  less  than  fair 
value  within  the  meaning  of  the  Anti¬ 
dumping  Act,  1921,  as  amended  (19 
U.S.C.  160  et  seq.).  Regenerative  blower/ 
pumps  have  various  industrial  applica¬ 
tions,  Including  the  powering  of  pneuma¬ 
tic  conveying  equipment,  the  aerating  of 
sewage,'  the  air  drying  of  plastic  pellets, 
the  powering  of  dental  aspirators,  and 
other  uses. 

There  is  evidence  on  record  concerning 
Injury  to  or  likelihood  of  Injury  to  or 
prevention  of  establishment  of  an  indus¬ 
try  in  the  United  States. 

Having  conducted  a  summary  investi¬ 
gation  as  required  by  §  153.29  of  the  Cus¬ 
toms  regulations  (19  CFR  153.29)  and 
having  determined  as  a  result  thereof 
,  that  there  are  grounds  for  so  doing,  the 
Bureau  of  Customs  is  instituting  an  in¬ 
quiry  to  verify  the  information  sub¬ 
mitted  and  to  obtain  the  facts  necessary 
to  enable  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
to  reach  a  detremination  as  to  the  fact 
or  likelihood  of  sales  at  less  than  fair 
value. 

A  siunmary  of  information  received 
from  all  sources  is  as  follows: 

The  Information  received  tends  to  Indicate 
that  the  prices  of  the  merchandise  sold  for 
exportation  to  the  United  States  are  less  than 
the  prices  for  home  consumption. 


This  notice  is  published  pursuant 
S  153.30  of  the  Customs  regulations  (19 
CFR  153.30). 

[seal]  Edward  Morgan, 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

Mat  16,  1973. 

[PR  Doc.73-10068  Piled  6-17-73:9:34  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

OUTER  CONTINENTAL  SHELF  OFF  EAST 
TEXAS  AND  LOUISIANA 

Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sale 

Bid  submission  procedures. — 1.  Pur¬ 
suant  to  section  8  of  the  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf  Lands  Act  (67  Stat.  462;  43 
U.S.C.  sec.  1331-1343)  and  the  regula¬ 
tions  issued  thereunder  (43  CFR  pt. 
3300) ,  sealed  bids  addressed  to  the  Man¬ 
ager,  New  Orleans  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  Office,  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment,  the  Plaza  Tower,  suite  3200,  1001 
Howard  Avenue,  New  Orleans,  La.  70113, 
will  be  received  until  9:30  a.m.,  c.s.t.,  on 
June  19,  1973,  for  the  lease  of  oil  and  gas 
in  tracts,  described  in  paragraph  12  here¬ 
in,  in  areas  of  the  Outer  Continental 
Shelf  adjacent  to  the  States  of  Texas 
and  Louisiana.  On  Jime  19,  1973,  bids 
may  also  be  delivered  in  person  to  the 
Manager,  New  Orleans  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf  Office,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  at  the  grand  ballroom  in 
the  Sheraton  Charles  Hotel,  211  St. 
Charles  Avenue,  New  Orleans,  La.,  be¬ 
tween  8:30  a.m.,  and  9:30  a.m.,  cjs.t.  Bids 
delivered  by  mail  or  in  person  after  9:30 
a.m.,  c.s.t.,  on  that  date  will  be  returned 
to  the  bidders  imopened.  Bids  may  not 
be  modified  or  withdrawn  unless  written 
modifications  or  withdrawals  are  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Manager  by  9:30  a.m.,  c.s.t., 
June  19,  1973.  All  bids  must  be  submitted 
and  will  be  considered  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations,  including  43  CFR 
3302.1,  3302.4,  and  3302.5. 

Form  of  bid. — 2.  A  separate  bid  in  a 
separate  envelope  must  be  submitted  for 
each  tract.  The  envelope  should  be  en¬ 
dorsed  "Sealed  Bid  for  Oil  and  Gas  Lease 
(insert  niunber  of  tract) ,  not  to  be  opened 
until  10  a.m.,  c.s.t.,  June  19,  1973.”  A 
suggested  form  of  bid  is  set  out  in  para¬ 
graph  15.  Bidders  must  submit  with  each 
bid  one-fifth  of  the  amount  bid  in  cash 
or  by  cashier’s  check,  bank  draft,  cer¬ 
tified  check,  or  money  order,  payable  to 
the  order  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment.  Oil  payment,  overriding  royalty, 
logarithmic  or  sliding  scale  bids  may  not 
be  submitted.  No  bid  for  less  than  a  full 
tract  as  listed  in  paragraph  12  will  be 
considered.  Bidders  are  warned  against 
violation  of  section  1860  in  title  18  U.S.C. 
prohibiting  unlawful  combination  or  in¬ 
timidation  of  bidders. 

3.  Each  bidder  must  have  submitted  by 
9:30  a.m.,  c.s.t.,  Jime  19,  1973,  the  cer¬ 
tification  required  by  41  CFTl  60-1.7  (b) 
and  Executive  Order  No.  11246  of  Sep¬ 
tember  24,  1965,  as  amended  by  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  No.  11375,  on  form  1140-1 
(November  1969)  and  form  1140-7  (De¬ 
cember  1971). 


4.  Two  sets  of  official  leasing  map>s,  the 
Louisiana  set  and  the  Texas  set,  which 
contain  the  majps  on  which  tracts  being 
offered  for  lease  may  be  located,  may  be 
purchased  for  $5  per  set.  These  maps  and 
copies  of  the  Compliance  Report  Certi¬ 
fication  Form  1140-1  (November  1969) 
and  copies  of  the  Affirmative  Action  Pro¬ 
gram  Representation  Form  1140-7  (De¬ 
cember  1971)  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Manager,  New  Orleans  Outer  Conti¬ 
nental  Shelf  Office,  or  the  Director,  East¬ 
ern  States  Office,  7981  Eastern  Avenue, 
Silver  Spring,  Md.  20910. 

Bid  opening. — 5.  Bids  will  be  opened 
on  June  19,  1973,  at  10  a.m.,  c.s.t.,  in  the 
grand  ballroom  of  the  Sheraton  Charles 
Hotel.  The  opening  of  bids  is  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  publicly  annoimclng  and  re¬ 
cording  bids  received  and  no  bids  will  be 
accepted  or  rejected  at  that  time.  If  the 
Department  is  prohibited  for  any  rea¬ 
son  from  opening  any  bid  before  mid¬ 
night,  June  19,  1973.  that  bid  will  be 
retimied  unopened  to  the  bidder  as  soon 
thereafter  as  possible. 

6.  Any  cash,  checks,  drafts,  or  money 
orders  submitted  with  the  bids  may  be 
deposited  in  an  unearned  escrow  account 
in  the  Treasury  during  the  period  the 
bids  are  being  considered.  Such  a  de¬ 
posit  does  not  constitute  and  shall  not 
be  construed  as  acceptance  of  any  bids 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States. 

Acceptance  or  rejection  of  bids. — 7. 
No  bid  for  any  tract  will  be  accepted 
and  no  lease  for  any  tract  will  be 
awarded  to  any  bidder  unless  the  bidder 
has  complied  with  all  requirements  of 
this  notice,  his  bid  is  the  highest  valid 
cash  bonus  bid  for  that  tract,  and  the 
amount  of  the  bonus  bid  has  been  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  adequate  by  the  United 
States.  No  bid  will  be  considered  for  ac¬ 
ceptance  unless  it  offers  a  cash  bonus 
in  the  amount  of  $25  or  more  per  acre 
or  fraction  thereof.  The  United  States 
reserves  the  right  to  reject  any  bid  sub¬ 
mitted,  including,  but  not  by  way  of 
limitation,  the  right  to  reject  any  bid 
for  inadequacy  even  though  the  bonus 
bid  is  in  the  amount  of  $25  or  more  per 
acre  or  fraction  thereof. 

Lease  terms. — 8.  Leases  issued  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  this  sale  will  be  on  form  3300-1 
(February  1971),  as  modified  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  paragraphs  9  and  10  of  this 
notice.  Attention  is  directed  to  the  equal 
opportunity  clause  in  section  3(h)  and 
the  certification  of  nonsegregated  facili¬ 
ties  clause  in  section  3(1)  of  the  lease. 
Copies  of  the  lease  form,  without  the 
stipulations  to  be  included  according  to 
the  terms  of  paragraphs  9  and  10  of  this 
notice,  are  available  from  the  Manager, 
New  Orleans  Outer  Continental  Shelf 
Office,  or  the  Director,  Eastern  States 
Office. 

9.  All  leases  issued  as  a  result  of  this 
sale  will  contain  the  following  two 
stipulations: 

(i)  Upon  the  discovery  of  any  site,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  object  of  historical,  architectural, 
or  archeological  significance,  the  operator 
In  charge  of  any  activity  related  to  CX)S  oil 
or  gas  exploration  or  development,  Includ- 
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tng,  but  not  limited  to,  well  drilling  and 
pipeline  and  platform  placement,  shall  Im¬ 
mediately  report  the  finding  to  the  Manager. 
New  Orleans  OCS  Office,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  to  the  Area  Supervisor, 
Geological  Survey,  and  make  every  reason¬ 
able  effort  to  preserve  and  protect  the  site, 
structure,  or  object  from  damage  during 
the  course  of  his  operations. 

(2)  Structures  tor  drilling  or  production 
shall  be  kept  to  the  minimum  necessary  for 
the  proper  exploration,  development,  and 
production  of  this  leased  area,  and,  to  the 
greatest  extent  consistent  with  the  proper 
exploration,  development,  and  production  of 
this  leased  area,  shall  be  placed  so  as  not  to 
interfere  with  other  significant  uses  of  the 
leased  area,  including  commercial  fishing.  To 
this  end,  no  structure  for  drilling  or  produc¬ 
tion  may  be  erected  within  the  leased  area 
until  the  Area  Supervisor,  Geological  Survey, 
has  found  that  the  structure  Is  necessary,  on 
the  basis  of  existing  geological  and  engineer¬ 
ing  data,  for  the  proper  exploration,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  production  of  the  leased  area.  The 
lessee's  exploratory  and  development  plans, 
filed  under  30  CFR  250.34,  shall  Identify  the 
anticipated  placement  and  grouping  of  neces¬ 
sary  structures,  showing  how  such  placement 
and  grouping  will  have  the  minimum  prac¬ 
ticable  effect  on  other  significant  uses  of  the 
leased  area,  including  commercial  fishing. 

10.  Leases  issued  for  tracts  Nos.  441 
and  442  will  contain  the  following  addi¬ 
tional  stipulation: 

No  drilling  permits  will  be  issued  by  the 
Area  Supervisor,  Geological  Survey,  tmtll  he 
has  found  that  the  lessee’s  exploratory  and 
development  plans  filed  under  30  CFR  250.34 
are  adequate  to  Insure  that  exploration  and 
production  operations  on  the  leased  area  will 
provide  adequate  protection  to  the  biotic 
community  of  Stetson  Bank.  To  aid  him  In 
his  findings,  he  shall  request  from  the  Man¬ 
ager,  New  Orleans  OCS  Office,  Biireau  of  Land 
Management,  and  the  Regional  Directs,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  WUdllfe, 
Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  reports  on  any  mitigat¬ 
ing  measures  that  may  necessary  to  Insure 
adequate  protection. 

11.  Leases  will  provide  for  a  royalty 
rate  of  one-sixth,  and  a  yearly  rental  or 
minimum  royalty  of  $3  per  acre  or  frac¬ 
tion  thereof.  The  successful  bidder  will 
be  required  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the 
bid  and  Uie  first  year’s  rental  of  $3  per 
acre  or  fraction  thereof  and  furnish  an 
acceptable  surety  bond  as  required  in  43 
CFR  3304.1  prior  to  the  issuance  of  each 
lease. 

Tract  description. — 12.  The  tracts  of¬ 
fered  for  bid  are  as  follows: 

Texas 

OFFICIAL  leasing  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  NO.  6 

(Approvtd  July  16,  1954:  Revised  Jsn.23, 1967;  Dec.  1, 
1969;  June  13, 1970) 

Oabittton  Area 


Trtkct  No.  Block  Descriptioii  Acresge 


Tex.  383 _  190  EH _  2880 

Tex.  384 _  211  NH . 2880 

Tex.  385 _  212  Nfe... . 2880 

Tex.  386....  328  All  ... . 5700 

Tex.  387  _  326  All _  6760 

Tex.  388. _  381  All _  6760 

Tex.  389 _  382  All _  6780 

Tex.  390 _  892  NML _ 2880 

Tex.  391....  393  NJ4. . 2880 


OPnOAL  LEASmO  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  NO.  CA 

(Approved  Sept.  24,  1950;  Revised  Jan.  23,  1967;  Deo.  1, 
1969;  June  U,  1970) 

OatteeUm  Area—Somtk  Additkm 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreags 


Tex.  392 _ A128  All. .  6760 

Tex.  393 _ A124  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  394....  A130  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  396....  A131  All .  8760 

Tex.896....  A133  All .  8780 

Tex.  397....  A184  AIL .  8760 

Tex.  898....  A135  All .  8760 

Tex.  399 _ A182  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  400....  A153  All .  8760 

Tex.  401....  A154  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  402 _ A156  All .  8760 

Tex.  403....  A157  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  404....  A163  All .  6760 

Tex.  406 _ A164  All .  6760 

Tex.  406....  A168  All .  6760 

Tex.  407....  A166  All .  6760 

Tex.  408....  A181  All .  6760 

Tex.  409 _ A182  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  410....  A183  All .  6780 

Tex.  411 _ A184  All .  6760 

Tex.  412....  A198  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  413....  A199  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  414....  A208  All .  6760 

Tex.  415....  A-209  AU .  6760 


OmCIAL  LEASING  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  NO.  7 

(Approved  July  16, 1964;  Revised  August  1956;  Jan.  28, 
1967;  Dec.  1,  1969;  June  13, 1970) 

High  leland  Area 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 


Tex.  416....  92  All .  6760 

Tex.  417 _  no  AU .  8760 

Tex.  418....  Ill  AU .  6760 

Tex.  419....  141  WM .  2880 

Tex.  420....  142  AU .  6760 

Tex.  421 _  164  NH .  2880 

Tex.  422....  200  AU .  6760 


OPnOAL  LEASING  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  MO.  7B 

(Approved  Sept.  24, 1969;  Revised  Jan.  28,  1967;  Dec.  1, 
1969;  June  13, 1970) 

Higlt  I  eland  Area — Souik  Addition 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 


Tex.  423....  A442  AU .  6760 

Tex.  424....  A446  AU .  6760 

Tex.  426....  A447  AU .  8760 

Tex.  426....  A448  AU .  6760 

Tex.  427....  A457  AU .  8760 

Tex.  428....  A463  AU .  8760 

Tex.  429 _ A4«4  AU .  6780 

Tex.  430....  A4«i  AU .  6760 

Tex.  431....  A474  AU. .  8760 

Tex.  432....  A478  AU .  6760 

Tex.  433....  A480  AU .  6760 

Tex.  434....  A481  AU .  6760 

Tex.  438....  A482  AU .  8760 

Tex.  436....  A483  AU .  6760 

Tex.437....  A488  AU .  6760 

Tex.  438....  A489  AU .  6760 

Tex.  439....  A496  AU .  8760 

Tex.  440....  A496  AU .  6760 

Tex.  441. _ A802  AU .  8760 

Tex.  442....  A513  AU .  6760 

Tex.  443....  A518  AU .  6760 

Tex.  444....  A519  AU„ .  6760 

Tex.  448 _ A820  AU .  8760 

Tex.  446....  A621  All .  8760 

Tex.  447....  A532  AU .  6760 

Tex.  448. _ A533  AU....^,.: _ =  6760 

Tex.  449 _ A534  All  3  6760 

Tex.  460 _ A538  All  5760 

Tex.  451 _ A555  *U  =  6760 

Tex.  482 _ A556  All  r-. _ -  6760 

Tex.  453 _ A588  AB  6760 

Tex.  464 _ AMO  All  8760 

Tex.  488 _ A863  AU..s:-.^j;si _ 6760 

Tex.  486 _ A864  AU..r,j==-; _ 3  6760 

Tex.  487. _ A670  AlL.i:=ii. _ ^  6760 

Tex.  488. _ A671  AIL.=3 _ =  6780 

Tex.  489. _ A672  All..=;-.. _ ^  6760 

Tex.  460 _ A673  An..i . .=  6760 


OVnOAL  LEASING  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  NO.  7A 

(Approved  Jan.  23,  1967;  Revised  Dee.  1,  1969;  June  13, 
1970) 

High  Jiland  Area — Eaet  Addition 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 

Tex.  461...;  46  AU .  5760 


OrnOAL  LEASING  MAP,  TEXAS  MAP  NO.  TC 

(Approved  Sept.  24, 1969;  Revised  Jan.  23, 1967;  Dec.  1, 
1969;  June  13, 1970) 

High  Itland  Area,  Eaet  Addition— South  Exteruion 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 


Tex.462.._:  A282  AU . ;  8760 

Tex.  463 _ A263  AU .  6760 

Tex.464...;  A272  AU .  6760 

Tex.  468 _ A273  AU .  6760 

Tex.  466 _ A274  All..  _  8760 

Tex.  467 _ A276  AU .  2911 

Tex.  468. _ A276  AU . 4350 

Tex.  469 _ A277  AU .  6760 

Tex.  470 _ A278  AU .  8760 

Tex.  471 _ A279  AU .  8760 

Tex.  472 _ A283  AU . ;  6760 

Tex.  473 _ A298  AU .  6760 

Tex.  474 _ A299  AU . 8760 

Tex.  476 _ A304  All .  6760 

Tex.  476 _ A306  AU .  8760 


High  Itland  Area,  Eaet  Addition— South  ExtentUm 
iCont.) 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 


Tex.  477....  A312  AU .  6760 

Tex.  478....  A313  AU .  6760 

Tex.  479 _ A814  AU .  8760 

Tex.  480. _ A317  AU .  6760 

Tex.  481 _ A3-22  AU .  6760 

Tex.  482. _ A3'23  AU .  6760 

Tex.  483. _ A324  AU .  6760 

Tex.  484....  A328  AU .  6760 

Tex.  486....  A326  AU .  6760 

Tex.  486....  A3Zr  AU .  6760 

Tex.  487 _ A3-28  AU .  2880 

Tex.  488 _ A329  AU .  2907 

Tex.  489....  A330  AU .  4346 

Tex.  490....  A331  AU .  2880 

Tex.  491....  A332  AIL .  6760 

Tex.  492....  A333  AU .  6760 

Tex.  493....  A334  All .  6760 

Tex.  494....  A336  AU .  6760 

Tex.  496....  A337  AU .  6760 

Tex.  496. _ A340  AU .  6760 

Tex.  497. _ A341  AU .  6760 

Tex.  498. _ A380  AU .  4348 

Tex.  499....  A381  AU .  8760 

Tex.  600 _ A358  AU .  6760 

Tex.  601 _ A369  AU .  6760 

Tex.  602....  A360  AU .  6760 

Tex.  603. _ A361  AU .  5760 

Tex.4604. _ A368  AU .  6760 

Tex.  806....  A369  AU .  2880 

Tex.  606 _ A370  AU .  2904 


Lodisiana 

OFFICIAL  LEASING  MAP,  LOUISIANA  MAP  MO.  IB 

(Approved  Sept.  8,  1980;  Revised  Apr.  28,  1966) 
Weet  Cameron  Area— South  Addition 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 


La.  2487....  828  AU .  8000 

La.  2468....  688  AU .  8000 

La.  2469 _  696  AU .  6000 


OFnCUL  LEASING  MAP,  LOUISIANA  MAP  NO.  2A 
(Approved  Sept.  8,  1969;  Revised  Apr.  28,  1966) 
Eaet  Cameron  Area— South  Addition 


Tract  No.  Block  Description  Acreage 

La.  2460 _  269  Afi .  6000 

La.  2461....  336  AU .  6000 
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13.  Some  of  the  tracts  offered  for 
lease  may  fall  In  fairway  areas  (includ¬ 
ing  the  prolongations  thereof)  or  an¬ 
chorage  areas,  or  both,  as  designated  by 
the  District  Engineers,  New  Orleans  Dis¬ 
trict  and  Galveston  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers,  U.S.  Army.  For  the  location  of 
those  areas  and  for  operational  restric¬ 
tions  imposed  by  that  agency,  the  Dis¬ 
trict  En^eer  should  be  consulted. 

Withdrawal  of  tracts. — 14.  The  United 
States  reserves  the  right  to  withdraw  any 
tract  from  this  sale  prior  to  the  Issuance 
of  a  written  acceptance  of  a  bid  for  that 
tract. 

Suggested  bid  form. — 15.  It  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  bidders  submit  their  bids  ad¬ 
dressed  to: 

Manager,  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Office,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Land  Management,  Department  of 
the  Interior,  the  Plaza  Tower,  suite  3200, 
1001  Howard  Avenue,  New  Orleans,  La. 
70113 

in  the  following  form: 

On.  AND  Oas  Bio 

The  following  bid  Is  submitted  for  an  oil 
and  gas  lease  on  the  land  of  the  Outer  Con¬ 
tinental  Shelf  specified  below. 

Area _ ;  official  leasing  map  No. _ 


Total  Amount  Amount 
Tract  No.  amount  per  acre  submitted 
bid  with  bid 


(Signature) 

(Please  type  signer's 
name  under  signa¬ 
ture) 

N.O.  Misc.  No _ Percent _ 


(Company) 


(Address) 

IMPORTANT 

18.  Bidders  are  reminded  that  the  bid  must 
be  accompanied  by  one-fifth  of  the  total 
amount  bid.  This  amount  may  be  paid  In 
cash  or  by  money  order,  cashier's  check, 
certified  check,  or  bank  draft.  A  separate  bid 
must  be  made  for  each  tract. 

Burton  W.  Silcock, 
Director, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Approved : 

Jack  Horton, 

Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(PR  Doc.73-10072  Piled  6-1 7-73; 9: 47  apil 
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[Power  Site  Cancellation  276) 

UTAH 

Cancellation  of  Power  Site  Classifications 

Pursuant  to  authority  under  the  act  of 
March  3,  1879  (20  Stat.  394;  43  U.S.C. 
31),  and  220  Departmental  Manual  6.1, 
Power  Site  Classifications  294,  302,  323, 
and  430  are  hereby  canceled  to  the 
extent  that  they  affect  the  following  de¬ 
scribed  land: 


Salt  Lakz  MixmiAN 

Power  Site  Classification  204  of  April  16, 
1036: 

*1*  43  8  R  6  E 

Sec.  ll,S^NWV4.8W^,andSV^SE^; 

Sec.  12,  EV&NE^,  SV^NW^,  EViSW^,  and 
SE%; 

Sec.  13,  NEV4,  NE^^NW‘^,  SV4NW%,  SW^4, 
and  SEVi: 

Sec.  14,  NE14,  EV4NW%,  NEV4SWV4,  and 
SEl^; 

Sec.  22,  NEV4; 

Sec.  23,  E^^NE^^,  S'/aNW^^,  SWV4,  and 
SW>4SEV4; 

8€C  24* 

Sec.  26,  NWV4NE14,  S>4NE‘4,  NWV4,  WV4 
SWV4.  and  SEi4SW>4; 

Sec.  26,  Wi4NE»4,  SE14NE>4,  NV4NWV4. 

SE14NW14,  N>4SEV4,  and  SE>4SE>4; 

Sec.  36,  EV4NE>4  and  SWViSW^; 

Sec.  36,  SW‘4NE‘4  and  NW'4. 

T,  43  S.,  R.  6  E., 

Sec.  2,  wyaNW«4  and  SWViSWVi; 

Sec.  3,  N>4,  sw»4,  WVaSEVi,  and  SEV4SEV4; 
Sec.  4,  NVa.  E‘4SW»4,  and  SE>4: 

Sec.  6,  W«4Swy4; 

Sec.  6,  SE^; 

Sec.  7,  NE  »4 ,  S  NW  V4 ,  and  S 14 ; 

Sec.  8.  WV4NW»4,  SEViNWVli.  SWV4.  and 

sv4SEy4: 

Sec.  9,  NVi.  NE>4SW'4.  and  SE>4: 

Sec.  10; 

Sec.  11,  WV4NW'4,SW«4,and  wyaSEVi: 

Sec.  14,  NyaNEVi,  SE>4NE>4,  NE«4NWV4, 
and  NE14SEV4; 

Sec.  16,  NW>4NE>4,  NW‘4,  and  W‘4SW^; 
Sec.  16.  NyaNE>4,  SEy4NE»4,  NW>4,  N^ 
SW>4,  SW»4SWV4,  and  NE*4SE>4; 

Sec.  17,  NV4,  NE>4SW«4,  NV4SE«4,  and 
SE14SE14: 

Sec.  18.  NyaNE>4,  SE«4NE'4,  NygNWVi,  and 
SW«4NW>4; 

Sec.  21,NE>4NW>4: 

Sec.  22.  NW«4NW>4. 

Area — 9,640  acres. 

Power  Site  Classification  302  of  October  14, 
1937,  as  interpreted: 

T.  43  S.,  R.  3  E., 

Sec.  26,  syaNW>4  and  SWy4: 

Sec.  26.  SE»4NW>4.  SW'4.  NE'4SEt4.  and 
S'/aSEVi: 

Sec.  27.  SE >4: 

Sec.  36,  N'/a  and  NEV4SEy4: 

Sec.  36. 

^’l^c^l,  E»4  and  NE«4NW>4, 

T.  43  S.,  R.  4  E., 

Sec.  10.S‘4SE«4; 

Sec.  14.  NW%NW'4.  S»4Nya.  and  SV4; 

Sec.  16.  NE14  and  N>4SE<4; 

Sec.  23,  EV4.  N>4NW4,  SE%NW>4.  and 
EV48wy4: 

Sec.  24.  sy2NW>4,  N‘4SW>4,  and  SW?4 
SVir>4; 

Sec.  26,  NWy4NW‘4,  SyaN'4,  and  SV4; 

Sec.  26; 

Sec.  31,  lots  1  and  2; 

Sec.  32,  NW»4.  NWy4SW'4,  and  S!iS'4: 

Sec.  33.  S>4Sya; 

Sec.34,  S>4SW'4; 

Sec.  36.  E*4,  NEy4NWy4.  and  syaSW>4; 

Sec.  36. 

T.  44  S.,  R.  4  E.. 

Sec.  l.E«4  and  NW14: 

Sec.  2,  Ni/a,  SWV4.  and  NWi4SE>4; 

Sec.  3,  SWV4NEV4.  wya,  and  W>4SEV4; 

Secs.  4  and  6; 

Sec.  6.  lots  2,  3,  and  4,  SV4NE14.  SE'4NW^; 

E14SW14.  and  SE14; 

Sec.  8.  lots  1  to  4,  inclusive;' 

Sec.  9,  lots  1  to  4,  Inclusive; 

Sec.  10,  lots  1  to  4.  inclusive; 

Sec.  11,  lots  1  to  4,  Inclusive; 

Sec.  12,  lots  1  to  4,  inclusive. 

T  42  S  R  *7  E 

Sec.  16.  W(4NE>4,  EyaSW'4,  WV4SE«4,  and 
8E'4SEy4; 


Sec.  32.  NJ/a  and  N«4S>4; 

Sec.  36.  NEV4,  S>4NW>4.  NE>4SW>4,  and 
NWV4SE»4. 

T.  42  S..  R.  8  E., 

Sec.  36.  NV4NW>4. 

T.  40  S.,  R.  9  E., 

Sec.  16,  EV4,  NE>4NWi4,  and  SW14; 

Sec.  36,  NyaNi/a. 

T  41  8  R  9  E 

Sec.  2,  SE%s’w'4  and  SW>4SE>4; 

Sec.  32,  WyaSW>4; 

Sec.  36,  lots  1  to  11,  inclusive,  and  NE<4 
NW>4. 

T.  38  S.,R.  10  E., 

Sec.  1,  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  S'4NE>4,  SE>4NW»4, 
and  SEi4: 

Sec.  10,  S'4NE>4,  SE>4NW>4,  and  NE«4 
8E>4; 

Sec.  11,  SW>4NW>4,  SWV4,  and  wyaSE>4: 
Sec.  12,  NE14  and  EyaSEVi; 

Sec.  13,  NE»4NE»4,  S»4NW»4.  and  S%; 

Sec.  14,  E»4,  Ny2NW»4,  SE«4NW‘4,  and 
SW>4; 

Sec.  15,  NEV4NE»4; 

Sec.  24,  Ni/a,  NW«4SWV4,  E'/2SW>4,  and 
SE>4; 

Sec.  25,  NE14,  E‘4NW»4,  EyaSEi4,  and 
NW»4SE>4. 

T.  39  S.,  R.  10  E., 

Sec.  36.  SW*4NW>4. 

T.  40  S..  R.  10  E.. 

Sec.  2,  lot  1; 

Sec.  16,  NW«4NE>4,  SE»4NE>4,  and  E'a 
SE«4. 

T.  38  S.,  R.  11  E., 

Sec.  2,  lots  2  and  3; 

Sec.  16,  SE>4SW»4; 

Sec.32.NEV4NE«4.  - 
T.  39  S.,  R.  11  E., 

Sec.  2,  lots  3  and  4.  S»/aNW»4,  and  NE'4 

sw>4: 

Sec.  32,  SW»4NW‘4  and  NW»4SW>4. 

T.  41  S.,  R.  11  E., 

Sec.23,  SE14SE14; 

Sec.  26.  NE»4SW»4.  S>4SW«4,  and  wyaEi/a; 
Sec.  27,  NE»4SE>4; 

Sec.  32.Sy2SEi4; 

Sec.  33,  S ‘/a: 

Sec.  34.  NE>4NE>4,  SWV4NE«4,  and  SW«4. 
T  42  S  RUE 

Sec.  4,  lot  4.’sW>4NWV4.  N^^SW^^.  SEV4 
SWI4,  and  SWV4SE^; 

Sec.  5,  lots  1  and  2,  SE>^NE*^,  and  NE14 
SEV4; 

Sec.  9,  WV4NEV4  and  E‘^NW^4. 

T.  36  S..  R.  12  E., 

Sec.  32.  SE^4NW^^,  SWV4NE^^,  and  Ni/a 
SE>4. 

T.  37  S.,  R.  12  E., 

Sec.  16.  NE%NE>4: 

Sec.  32.  SWV4SWV4. 

T.  41  S.,  R.  12  E., 

Sec.  7,  lot  2  to  6.  Inclusive,  SEV4NW14, 
NWV4SE‘4,  and  SViSE»^. 

T.  34  S..  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  36.  E».4NEV4.  NV4SEV4,  and  SE»4SE»4. 
T.  36  S..  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  16.N^^NEV4: 

Sec.  36. 

T.  36  S..R.  13  E.. 

Sec.  16.  S>4NEV4,  EiAWi/a,  and  SE14. 

T.  33  S.,  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  16.  NWV4NEV4  and  W»^. 

T.  34  S.,  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  32,  Ni^NJ/a; 

Sec.  33,  NW^^NWl4. 

T.  33  S.,  R.  16  E., 

Sec.  32,  NEV4NW«^. 

T.  32  S.,  R.  17  E., 

Sec.  16.  NyaN*^,  SEV4NE»4,  and  NEi-4SE>4. 
Unsurveyed  land. 

Every  smallest  legal  subdivision  not  with¬ 
drawn  for  power  purposes  prior  to  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1937,  In  the  following  described  town¬ 
ships,  any  portion  of  which,  when  surveyed, 
shall  be  found  to  lie  below  the  3600-foot 
contour  as  shown  on  a  map  of  Colorado  River 
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entitled  ’‘Plan  and  Profile  of  Colorado  River, 
Lees  Ferry.  Aiiz.,  to  mouth  of  Qreen  River, 
Utah;  San  Juan  River,  mouth  to  Chlnle 
Creek,  Utah,  and  certain  tributaries;**  pub¬ 
lished  In  22  sheets  by  the  UR.  Oeological 
Survey: 

I  T.  42  S..  R.  7  E., 

T.  43  S.,  R.  7  E, 

T.  42  S..  R.  8  E, 

T.  43  S..  R.  8  E, 

T.  40  S.,  R.  9  E„ 

T.  41  S..  R.  9  E., 

T.  42  S.,  R.  9  E., 

T.  43  S.,  R.  9  E.. 

T.  39  S.,  R.  10  E.. 

T.  40  8..  R.  10  E.. 

T.  41  S..  R.  10  E.. 

T.  42  S.,  R.  10  E, 

T.  37  S.,  R.  HE, 

T.  38  S,  R.  11  E, 

T.  39  S..  R.  11  E, 

T.  40  S,  R.  11  E, 

T.  36  S,  R.  12  E, 

T.  37  S,  R.  12  E, 

T.  38  S,  R.  12  E., 

T.  39  S.,  R.  12  E.. 

T.  40  S,  R.  12  E. 

T.  34  S.,  R.  13  E.,  unsurveyed  sections  13  and 
24.  and  unsuveyed  portions  of  sections  25, 
34.  and  35, 

T.  35  S.,  R.  13  E, 

T.  36  S..  R.  13  E.. 

T.  37  S..  R.  13  E., 

T.  33  S,  R.  14  E., 

T.  34  S.,  R.  14  E, 

T.  35  S,  R.  14  E, 

T.  36  S.,  R.  14  E, 

Every  smallest  legal  subdivision  not  with¬ 
drawn  for  power  purposes  prior  to  October 
14,  1937,  in  the  following  described  townships 
any  portion  of  which,  when  surveyed,  shall 
be  found  to  lie  below  the  3900-foot  contour 
as  shown  on  a  map  of  Colorado  River  entitled 
“Plan  and  Profile  of  Colorado  River,  Lees 
Ferry,  Arlz.,  to  mouth  of  Green  River,  Utah, 
San  Juan  River,  mouth  to  Chinle  Creek, 
Utah,  and  certain  tributaries;"  published  in 
22  sheets  by  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey: 

T  33  S.,  R.  15  E., 

T.  34S,  R.  15  E.. 

T.  32  S.,  R.  16  E, 

T.  33  S.,  R.  16  E, 

T.  31  S..  R.  17  E.. 

T.  32  S..  R.  17  E, 

T.  33  S.,  R.  17  E, 

T.  32  S.,  R.  18  E., 

T.  33  S,  R.  18  E. 

Estimated  area — 60,400  acres. 

Power  site  classification  323  of  June  28, 
1941,  as  interpreted: 

T.  42  S.,  R.  6  E.. 

Sec.  16.NW>4NW%; 

Sec.  32.  NJ4,  SE!4SW^4.  and  SEV4; 

Sec.  36,  S>ANE»4  and  6e»4. 

T  39  S  R  9  E 

Sec.  32.  EliEVi.  NW^^NE^4,  and  NE% 
NW>4. 

T.  40  S..  R.  9  E, 

Sec.  36.  lots  1  to  10,  inclusive,  NWV4NE^4t 
SEV4NE>,4,  NWV4SWI4.  S%SW»4.  and 
E«4SE»4. 

T  3T  S  R  10  E 

Sec.  36.  SE%NE»4.  and  8*^4 

SE»4. 

T.  38>^  S.,  R.  11  E, 

Sec.  32,  lots  1  to  8,  inclusive,  and  SV^N^l 
Sec.  36.  SW%SW^4. 

T.  35’4  S,  R.  13  E, 

Sec.  32,  NV4NE^,  SE^NE^.  and  NE)4 
NW%. 

T.  33  S.,  R.  16  K, 

Sec.  32.  WHNE^4.  SE%NW^ 

Ei^SW^,  and  SE%. 

T.  31S,  R.  17  E, 

Sec.  2,  SWi4NE%  and  WV4SW54- 


T.  32  8,  R.  17  E, 

8ec.  16.  SW^NE^. 

All  unsurveyed  lands  not  withdrawn  by 
Executive  orders  of  July  2,  1910,  cresting 
powerslte  reserves  34,  40,  42.  and  122,  or  by 
powerslte  classification  302  approved  Octo¬ 
ber  14,  1937,  within  the  area  described  as 
every  smallest  legal  subdivision  along  the 
Colorado  River  and  its  tributaries  from  the 
Utah-Arizona  State  boundary  line  upstream 
to  mile  185.5  which,  when  surveyed,  will  lie 
In  whole  or  in  part  below  the  3,600-foot 
contour  and  every  smallest  legal  subdivision 
along  the  Colorado  River  and  Its  tributaries 
upstream  from  mile  185.5  which,  when  sur¬ 
veyed,  will  lie  in  whole  or  in  part  below  the 
4,100-foot  contour  as  shown  on  maps  of  the 
ColcK'ado  River  entitled  “Plan  and  Profile  of 
Colorado  River,  Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  to  mouth 
of  Green  River,  Utah;  San  Juan  River,  mouth 
to  Chinle  Creek,  Utah  imd  certain  tribu¬ 
taries,”  published  In  22  sheets  by  the  UJS. 
Geological  Survey.  The  unsurveyed  town¬ 
ships,  when  surveyed,  will  probably  be  desig¬ 
nated  as  follows: 

Below  the  3,600-foot  contour. 

T.  42  8..  R.  5  E.. 

T.  44  8.,  R.  5  £„  unsurveyed  portion  along  left 
bank  of  the  Colorado  River, 

T.  42  8..  R.  6  E., 

T.  43  8.,  R.  6  B..  unsurveyed  portion  along  left 
bank  of  the  Colorado  River, 

T.  44  S.,  R.  6  E.,  unsfirveyed  portion  along  left 
bank  of  the  Colorado  River, 

T.  42  S..  R.  6V4  E., 

T.  43  8..  R.  6>4  E., 

T.  39  S.,  R.  9  E., 

T.  40^  S..  R.  9  E.. 

T.  37  S.,  R.  10  E., 

T.  38*4  8.,  R.  11  E.. 

T.  33  S..  R.  13  E., 

T.  35  Vi  8..  R.  13  E., 

T.  40  8.,  R.  13  E. 

Below  the  4,100-foot  contour. 

T.  32  S..  R.  16  E., 

T.  33  S..  R.  16  E.. 

T.  31  S.,  R.  17  E., 

T.  32  S.,  R.  17  E. 

Estimated  area — 21,400  acres. 

Power  site  classification  430  of  Septem¬ 
ber  11, 1953,  as  interpreted: 

T.  43  S..  R.  3  E.. 

Sec.  19.  EV4SEV4; 

Sec.  20,  S‘/2SW>4  and  SWV4SEV4: 

Sec.  22.  SWV4NEV4.  SEV4NWV4.  NEV4SWV4. 

and  SEV4: 

Sec.23,  SWV4SWV4: 

Sec.  24,  SViNWV4  and  SWV4: 

Sec.  25.  SV4NEV4.  NViNWV4.  NWV4SEV4, 
and  SViSEV4; 

Sec.  26.  NEV4.  NViNWV4.  SWV4NWV4.  and 
NWV4SEV4: 

Sec.  27,  EViNEVi,  SViNWV4.  and  SWV4; 

Sec.  28,  SViNVi  and  SV4; 

Sec.  29,  NVi.  NEV4SWV4,  and  SEV4; 

Sec.  30.  NKV4NEV4; 

Sec.  34.  NEV4.  NV4NWV4.  SEV4NWV4.  NEV4 
•  SWV4.  and  NViSEV4; 

Sec.  35,  SWV4.  NWV4SE14.  and_SViSKV4. 

T.  44  8.,  R.  3  E., 

Sec.  1,  NWV4NWV4.  SV4NWV4.  and  BVi 

swy*: 

Sec.  2,  NEV4  and  NEV4NWV4: 

Sec.  12.  lot  3. 

T.  43  S..  R.  4  E., 

Sec.  3,  lots  3  and  4,  SViNVii  and  SVil 
Sec.  4.  lots  1  and  2,  SViNEVi.  and  88)4; 

Sec.  9,  NE>4  and  SViSVi; 

Sec.  10.  NVi,  SWV4.  and  NViSEV4; 

Sec.  11; 

Sec.  12.  SVi: 

Sec.  13,  NEV4  and  WVi; 

Sec.  14,  NViNE«4  and  NEV4NWV4; 

Sec.  15,  WV4  andS>48E)4; 

Sec.  16.  NVi; 

Sec.  22.  NVi,  Et^SWVi,  and  SEV4; 

Sec.  23,  SWV4NWV4  and  WViSWV4; 


Sec.  24.  WViNEV4.  NV4NWV4,  SKV4SWV4. 

WViS8V4,  and  88)488)4; 

Sec.  25,  NViNS)4  and  NE)4NW)4; 

Sec.  27.  EVi  and  E)4SW)4; 

Sec.  29.  NW)4SW)4,  SViSW)4,  NViSE)4. 
andSWV4SEV4; 

Sec.  30,  lot  4.  EViNEV4,  SEV4SWV4,  and 
SK)4; 

Sec.  31.  lots  3  and  4.  MB)4.  B)iNW)4, 
EViSW)4,and8EV4; 

Sec.  32,  NE)4.  NE14SW)4.  and  N)4SE)4; 

Sec.  33  NViNE)4.  NW)4,  and  NViS)4; 

Sec.  34,  NE14.  E)4NW)4,  N)4SWV4.  and 
SEy4; 

Sec.  35.  NWV4NW)4,  SViI4WV4.  and  NV4 

swy*. 

T.  44  8,  R.  4  E.. 

Sec.  l.SW)4; 

Sec.  2,  NE)4S8)4  and  S)4SE)4; 

Sec.  3.  N)iNE)4,  SE)4NE)4,  and  E)4SE)4; 
Sec.  6,  lot  1.  NViNEV4,  NEV4NW)4.  and 
S)i8)i; 

Sec.  7,  lots  1  to  4,  Inclusive. 

T.  42  8..  R.  5  E.. 

Sec.  2,  SWV4SWV4  and  SE)4SE)4; 

Sec.  3,  SViSEV4  and  SE)4SWV4; 

Sec.  10,  NViNE)4,  SE)4NE)4.  NEV4NW)4. 
and  EViSE)4; 

Sec.  11.  WViNW)4,  SEV4NW)4.  and  NWV4 
SWVi; 

Sec.  34.S)4SE)4. 

T.  43  8..  R.  5  E.. 

Sec.  1.  lots  1.  2.  and  3,  S)4NEV4,  SEV4KW)4, 
Ny2SEV4,  and  SE)4SEV4; 

Sec.  2.  SW)4NE)4.  W)iSWV4.  and  SE)4; 

Sec.  3,  lots  1  and  2,  SViNEV4,  and  SE)4; 

Sec.  0,  SE)4NE)4  and  NEV4SEV4; 

Sec.  10.EViNE)4,SW)4,andEViSEV4; 

Sec.  11.  NE)4.  NViNWVi,  and  N)iSE)4; 

Sec.  12,  W)iNE)4.  NViNW)4,  and  WyaSWVi; 
Sec.  13.  NW)4NW)4; 

Sec.  14.  W)iWV4  and  SE)4SWV4; 

Sec.  15; 

Sec.  16,  EViSE);; 

Sec.  19,  NE)4NEV4.  SE)4SW)4,  and  SE)4; 

Sec.  20.  Wya.  WViSE)4.  and  SE)4SE)4; 

Sec.  21,  SWV4SW)4  and  EViSE)4; 

Sec.  22.  NWV4  and  sya; 

Sec.  23,  WViNEV4.  NViNWVi,  Ny2SE)4,  and 
SEV4SEV4; 

Sec.  25,  NE)4SWV4  and  SE14; 

Sec.  26,  NE)4NE)4.  SWy4NWV4.  SWV4,  and 
SWV4SEV4; 

Sec.  27.  NVi,  SW)4,  and  N)4SEV4; 

Sec.  28.  SW)4NW)4  and  NWV4SW)4; 

Sec.  29; 

Sec.  30; 

Sec  31* 

Sec.  32.  WViNEV4,  NWV4.  and  WViSWV4; 
Sec.  35.  WViNE)4  and  NEV4NW)4: 

Sec.  36,N)4NEV4. 

T.  44  S..  R.  5  E.. 

Sec.3,  WViNEV4; 

Sec.  4.  N)4SVi; 

Sec.  5.  NW)4  and  NViSVi; 

Sec.  6,  lots  1, 2,  and  3,  NE)4.  and  NEV4SW)4. 
*1*  42  S  R  6  E 

'sec.’ 16.  NE)4NWV4.  SW)4NW)4.  NWV4 
S  W  V4 .  and  SW  V4  SE  )4 ; 

Sec.  32.  NWV4SWV4; 

Sec.  36.  NWV4NEy4,  NWV4.  and  E)4SW)4. 

T.  43  S..  R.  6  E., 

Sec.  1.  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  W)iNEV4,  and  NW)4 
SE)4; 

Sec.  5.  wyjNWVi; 

Sec.  6.  NEV4  and  NE)4NW)4; 

Sec.  ll.NEy4NWV4; 

Sec.  12.  lot  1;  WViNE)4.  SE)4NW)4.  E)4 
SWV4.and  W)48E)4; 

Sec.  13.  WViNW)4  and  NW)48W)4; 

Sec.  16,  SWV4NE)4.  SEy43W)4,  W)iS8)4. 
tmd  SEV4SE)4; 

Sec.  21.  N)iNEV4,  SWViNEVi,  and  NB)4 
SEV4; 

Sec.  27,  Ey^SWVi  and  SW)4SE)4: 

Sec.  34.NWV4NE)4, 

T  42  S  R.  7  E 

Sec.  16,  E)4i^)4.  E)4NW)4,  and  NB)4SE)4; 
Sec.36,  N)iNW)4. 
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T  39  S  R  9  E 

Sec.  32.  SW^^NE^^,  SE14NWV4,  and  NWV4 
8EV4. 

T.  40  8.,  R.  9  E.,  ^ 

Sec.  32,  NWV4NEV4  and  NE'4NW»4. 

T.  40V4  8.,  R.  9  E., 

Sec.  36.NE»^NE^^. 

T*  41  S  R  9  £ 

Sec.  16.  NW%NEV4  and  NViNW'A; 

Sec.  36,  Wy2SE>4. 

T.  37  S.,  R.  10  E., 

Sec.  2.  W>4WV4  and  SE14SWV4; 

Sec.  36.  NE^^NE'^  and  NE^^SE^^■ 

T.  38  8.,  R.  10  E., 

Sec.  l,lot4.SW^^NW^^.8ndSW^^; 

Sec.  2; 

Sec.  3.  lots  1  and  4.  SEy4NEV4.  SW'ANW'A. 
and  SI^; 

Sec.  4.  lot  1 ,  SE NE >4 .  S >/* SW  V4 .  NE >4 SE 'A , 
andSV4SE>A; 

Sec.  6,  SW^^NW^^  and  S>^; 

Sec.  6,  lots  1,  2.  and  3.  S•/2NE^^.  and  NE>4 
SE1/4; 

Sec.  8.  NE«4,  NE^^NW^^,  and  NE^4SE^^; 

Sec!  io.  N«^NV4.  SW»4NWV4.  SW^^.  WV4 
SEV4.  and  SEV4SE<4; 

Sec.  11.  NE>4NWV4  and  EV4SE14; 

Sec.  12,  N^^NW^^,  SE^^NW'^,  SWy4,  and 
WyjSEtA; 

Sec.  13.  WV4NEV4,  SE%NEV4.  and  NV4 
NWV4; 

Sec.  14,SWt4NWV4; 

Sec.  16,  W^^NE^^,  SEV4NE>4,  NWV4.  and 
SV4: 

Sec.  16.  NE>4,  NEV4NWV4.  and  NEV4SE»4; 
Sec.  22,  NE%  and  EV4NWJ4: 

S6C  23* 

Sec.24,’sW%SWy4; 

Sec.  26,  wy2NWV4  and  NV4SWV4; 

Sec.  26,NV4N‘^. 

T.  38V4  S.,  R.  10  E.. 

Sec.  36,NEy4NE%. 

T.  39  S.,  R.  10  E.. 

Sec.  36,NV4NWV4. 

T.  40  S.,  R.  10  E.. 

Sec.  2.SE14NEI/4; 

Sec.  16,SW>ANEV4  and  NWV4SEV4. 

T.  41  S.,  R.  10  E., 

Sec.  32,NWy4SE%. 

T.  37  S.,R.  11  E., 

Sec.  16,E>/4EV4; 

Sec.  36.NEV4NWV4. 

T.  38  S..R.  HE., 

Sec.  16.  Ni4,  SEV4,  WV4SWV4.  and  NEl^ 
swy4; 

Sec.  32.  sy2NE^^  and  NW  V4SE>4 . 

T.  38V4  S..R.  11  E., 

Sec.  32.NV4NV4. 

T.  39S.,  R.  11  E., 

Sec.  2,  NW»^SW^^, 

T.  41S..R.  HE., 

Sec.  6.  lot  4  and  SEi4NWi,4; 

Sec.  12,  SE^SEiA; 

Sec.  14.  NE^^NW‘^,  N>/4SWV4.  and  SEV4; 
Sec. 23,  Ey2NE*4  and  NEV4SE^^; 
Sec.28,NWV4NW>A: 

Sec.26,Ey^E^^; 

Sec.  27,  NW‘4NEV4  and  N'^SW^^; 

Sec.  32,  SEV4SWy4; 

Sec.  34.  SEy4NE>4  and  NW«/4SE«4; 

Sec.  35,  and  SEy4NE^^. 

T.  42  S.,  R.  11  E., 

Sec.  3,  lots  3  and  4; 

Sec.  4,  lots  1,  2,  and  3,  SE>^NW^,  and 
SWV4SW»4; 

Sec.  6.  SWV4NE^: 

Sec.  6,  lot  4; 

Sec.  9,  NW«4NW>4  and  S^^. 

T.  37  S.,  R.  12  E.. 

Sec.  2,  lot  3,  S«^NW^^.  and  SW^^: 

Sec.  32,SEV4SWV4. 

T.41  S.,R.  12  E.. 

Sec.  21,SW'^SE«4; 


Sec.  22.SE«4SW%; 

Sec.26.SWV4SW>4; 

Sec.  27,  NEV4,  NE54NWy4,  SV4NWV4. 

SW^,andSEV4: 

Sec.  28.  NV4NWV4: 

Sec.  34,  EV4NEl^; 

Sec.  36.  W^^NWV4. 

T.  34  S.,  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  36.  SW>^SE>^. 

T.  36  S.,  R.  13  E.. 

Sec.  16.  S^^NEl^,  NV4NWi4,  and  SE^^ 
NWV4. 

T.  36  S.,  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  2,  lot  4  and  SW%SWV4; 

Sec.  16.  NW^^NE^^. 

T.  40  S..  R.  13  E., 

Sec.  32.  NE^^. 

T.  41  S.,  R.  13  E.. 

Sec.  1,  SW>4NEV4,  SV4NWJ4,  and  SV2: 

Sec.  2.  Ny2SWV4  and  SE^^; 

Sec.  5.  NW>4SWV4; 

Sec.  7.  EyaNE'A  and  Wy2SE>4: 

Sec.  12,  NV4  and  NWV4SE‘4; 

Sec.  18,  lots  3  and  4,  E^^NW^^.  and  NE^^ 

swy4; 

Sec.  19,  lot  1,  SW^^NE^^  and  EI^NW^^. 

T.  32  S.,  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  16,  SW«4NW>4  and  SW%SWV4; 

Sec.  32,  W^^NE^^,  Ei/aNWi^,  SWV4.  and 
WyjSE*^, 

T.  32 V4  S..R.  14  E., 

Sec.  32,  EV4NEV4  and  SEV4SE>4. 

T.  34  S.,  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  16,  SW%NEV4,  SV4NW»^.  Ny2SWV4, 
and  SWV4SW«4; 

Sec.  32,  SW%NEV4  and  S^NW^; 

Sec.  33.  Ny2NEV4.  SE^^NE%,  and  NEV4 
NWV4. 

T.  35  S.,  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  32,  SW^^NW^^.  Ny2SWl^,  and  SWW 

swy4. 

T.  40  S..  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  32,  SWV4SW^^. 

T.  41  S..  R.  14  E., 

Sec.  6.  lots  2,  3.  and  4,  SEi^NW',4,  and 
NEV4SW«4: 

Sec.  7,  lot  2. 

All  unsurveyed  land  at  altitudes  of  less 
than  3,740  feet  above  sea  level  draining  Into 
the  Colorado  River  and  San  Juan  River  up¬ 
stream  from  the  Arizona-Utah  State  line, 
excluding  lands  wltf^drawn  by  Executive  or¬ 
ders  of  July  2,  1910,  creating  povver  site  re¬ 
serves  34,  40.  42,  and  122,  and  by  m^ers  of 
power  Bite  classifications  302,  October  14, 
1937,  and  323,  May  29,  1941,  in  townships 
which  when  surveyed  probably,  but  not  nec¬ 
essarily,  will  be: 

T.  42  S.,  R.  4  E.. 

Tps.  42  and  44  S.,  R.  5  E., 

Tps.  42,  43  and  44  S.,  R.  6  E., 
liM.  42  and  43  S.,  R.  6>^  E., 

Tps.  42,  43  and  44  S..  R.  7  E., 

*^>8.  41 , 42  and  43  S.,  R.  8  E., 

Tps.  39, 40,  40y2. 41,  and  42  S.,  R.  9  E., 

T.  40  S.,  R.  9V4  E., 

Tps.  37,  38‘^,  39,  40,  41,  and  42  S..  R.  10  E., 
Tps.  36,  37,  38,  38%,  39,  and  40  S.,  R.  11  E., 
1^38.  36,  36,  37,  38,  39,  and  40  S.,  R.  12  E, 
Tps.  33,  34,  35.  36%,  36,  37,  and  40  S..  R. 

13  E., 

Tps.  32.  32%,  33,  34,  35,  36,  and  37  S.,  R. 

14  E., 

Tps.  33  and  34  S.,  R.  15  E., 

Tps.  33  and  34  S..  R.  16  E. 

Estimated  Area — 41,091  acres. 

The  effective  date  of  this  cancellation 
Is  September  9, 1973. 

Dated  May  9, 1973. 

V.  E.  McKelvey, 

Director. 

[PR  Doc.73-9895  Piled  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


National  Park  Service 
GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

Notice  of  Intention  To  Negotiate 
Concession  Contract 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
5  of  the  act  of  October  9,  1965  (79  Stat. 
969;  16  U.S.C.  20) ,  public  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  on  or  before  June  18,  1973,  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  through  the 
Director  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
proposes  to  negotiate  a  concession  con¬ 
tract  with  Glacier  Park  Boat  Co.,  Inc., 
authorizing  it  to  provide  concession  fa¬ 
cilities  and  services  for  the  public  at 
Glacier  National  Park  for  a  period  of  5 
years  from  January  1,  1973,  through  De¬ 
cember  31,  1977. 

The  foregoing  concessioner  has  per¬ 
formed  its  obligations  under  the  expired 
contract  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service,  and  therefore,  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  act  cited  above,  is  entitled 
to  be  given  preference  in  the  renewal  of 
the  contract  and  in  the  negotiation  of  a 
new  contract.  However,  under  the  act 
cited  above,  the  secretary  is  also  required 
to  consider  and  evaluate  all  proposals 
received  as  a  result  of  this  notice.  Any 
proposal  to  be  considered  and  evaluated 
must  be  submitted  on  or  before  June  18, 
1973. 

Interested  parties  should  contact  the 
chief  of  concessions  management.  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 
20240,  for  information  as  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  proposed  contract. 

Dated  May  9,  1973. 

Lawrence  C.  Hadley, 
Assistant  Director. 

National  Park  Service. 

[FR  Doc.73-9918  PUed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


CONSULTING  COMMITTEE  TO  THE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SURVEY  OF  HISTORIC  SITES 
AND  BUILDINGS 

Notice  of  Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act 
that  a  meeting  of  the  Consulting  Com¬ 
mittee  to  the  National  Survey  of  Historic 
Sites  and  Buildings  will  be  held  at  9:30 
a.m.,  e.d.t.,  on  June  5  and  6,  1973,  in  the 
conference  room  on  the  12th  floor  of  the 
1100  L  Street,  NW  building,  Washington, 
D.C. 

The  purpose  of  the  Consulting  Com¬ 
mittee  is  to  review  and  evaluate  studies 
of  potential  national  historic  landmarks 
prepared  by  the  national  survey.  The 
committee’s  evaluation  is  the  initial 
screening  of  potential  historic  landmarks. 
Their  recommendations  are  forwarded  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior’s  Advisory 
Board  on  National  Parks,  Historic  Sites, 
Buildings,  and  Monuments  for  a  final 
review. 

The  members  of  the  Consulting  Com¬ 
mittee  are: 

Dr.  Richard  H.  Howland  (Chairman),  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

Dr.  John  O.  Brew,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Mr.  Herbert  E.  Kahler,  Alexandria,  Va. 

Dr.  Walter  L.  Creese,  Urbana,  IlL 
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Prof.  Frederick  D.  Nichols,  Charlottesville.  Va. 
Dr.  Henry  A.  MUlon,  Cambridge,  Mass. 

Mr.  James  Biddle,  Washington,  D.C. 

Mr.  Charles  E.  Lee,  Columbia,  S.C. 

Dr.  Dorothy  B.  Porter,  Washington.  D.C. 

Dr.  John  W.  Huston,  Annap>olls,  Md. 

The  subject  to  be  evaluated  at  this 
meeting  is  a  portion  of  the  subtheme 
\rchitecture  presenting  potential  na¬ 
tional  historic  landmarks  in  the  States 
of  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Geor¬ 
gia.  and  Alabama  and  in  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

The  meeting  will  be  open  to  the  public. 
However,  facilities  and  space  for  accom¬ 
modating  members  of  the  public  are  lim¬ 
ited.  It  is  expected  that  not  more  than 
20  persons  will  be  able  to  attend  the  ses¬ 
sions.  Any  member  of  the  public  may  file 
with  the  Consulting  Committee  a  written 
statement  on  the  subject  to  be  discussed. 

Persons  wishing  further- information 
concerning  this  meeting,  or  who  wish  to 
submit  written  statements,  may  contact 
Mr.  Robert  M.  Utley,  Director,  OflBce  of 
Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation, 
202-343-7550.  Minutes  of  the  meeting 
will  be  available  for  public  inspection  6 
weeks  after  the  meeting  at  the  office  of 
Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation, 
National  Park  Service.  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C, 

Dated  May  7,  1973. 

Stanley  W.  Hulett, 
Associate  Director, 
National  Park  Service. 

[FR  Doc.73-9893  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


Office  of  the  Secretary 
[INT  DES  73-30] 

ALLEGHENY  NATIONAL  FISH  HATCHERY, 
PA. 

Notice  of  Availability  of  Draft 
Environmental  Statement 

Pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969,  Public  Law  91-190,  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  has  prepared  a  draft  en¬ 
vironmental  statement  for  the  Allegheny 
National  Pish  Hatchery  in  Warren 
County,  Pa.,  and  invites  written  com¬ 
ments  on  or  before  July  2,  1973. 

The  Allegheny  National  Pish  Hatchery 
will  be  constructed  and  operated  for  the 
propagation  of  coho  salmon  and  brook, 
brown,  and  rainbow  trout.  The  proposed 
hatchery  is  expected  to  supply  fish  for 
the  sport  fishery  in  Allegheny  National 
Forest  waters  and  the  establishment  and 
management  of  trout  or  salmon  stocks 
in  the  eastern  Great  Lakes,  and  in  new 
reservoirs,  impoundments,  lakes,  and 
ponds.  This  statement  examines  the  en- 
\'ironmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
hatchery. 

Copies  of  the  draft  statement  are 
available  for  inspection  at  the  following 
locations: 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  'Wildlife,  room 
805,  John  W.  McCormack,  Post  office  and 
Courthouse,  Boston,  Mass.  02109 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  WUdllfe,  Oflloe 
of  Environmental  Quality,  Department  at 
the  Interior,  room  2246,  18th  and  C  Streets 
NW..  Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Lamar  National  Fish  Hatchery,  P.O.  Box  75, 

Lamar,  Pa.  16846 

Single  copies  may  be  obtained  by  writ¬ 
ing  the  chief.  Office  of  Ekivironmental 
Quality.  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  D.C.  20240. 

Comments  concerning  the  proposed 
action  should  also  be  addressed  to  the 
chief.  Office  of  Environmental  Quality. 
Please  refer  to  the  statement  number 
above. 

Dated  May  10,  1973. 

Laurence  E.  Lynn,  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary, 
Program  Development  and  Budget. 

[FR  Doc.73-9903  Filed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


WATCHES  AND  WATCH  MOVEMENTS 
Virgin  Islands  Set-Aside  for  New  Entrants 

Cross  Reference:  For  a  document  filed 
jointly  by  the  Department  of  Commerce 
and  the  Department  of  the  Interior  con¬ 
cerning  duty-free  quotas  for  watches 
and  watch  movements  produced  by  new 
entrants  in  the  Virgin  Islands,  see  FR 
Doc.  73-9968,  Department  of  Commerce. 
infra. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Food  and  Nutrition  Service 

NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM. 
SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM,  AND 
COMMODITY  ONLY  SCHOOLS 

Income  Poverty  Guidelines  for  Determining 
Eligibility  for  Free  and  Reduced  Price 
Meals 

Pursuant  to  section  9  of  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act.  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1758),  and  section  4(e)  of  the  CThlld  Nu¬ 
trition  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
1773(e)),  the  income  poverty  guidelines 
for  determining  eligibility  for  free  and 
reduced  price  meals  in  national  school 
lunch  program,  school  breakfast  pro¬ 
gram,  and  commodity  only  schools  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1974  are  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  in  the  following  tables. 

Under  the  legislation,  schools  are  re¬ 
quired  to  serve  free  meals  to  all  children 
from  families  whose  income  is  at  or  below 
the  applicable  family-size  income  level 
in  the  Secretary’s  guidelines.  Each  State 
educational  agency  is  required  to  pre¬ 
scribe  Income  guidelines  for  both  free 
and  reduced  price  meals,  by  family  size, 
for  use  by  schools  in  the  State.  The  State 
guidelines  may  not  be  less  than  the 
applicable  family  size  income  level  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  may  not 
exceed  the  Secretary’s  guidelines  by  more 
than  25  percent,  in  the  case  of  free  meals, 
or  50  percent,  in  the  case  of  reduced 
price  meals. 

For  the  convenience  of  State  educa¬ 
tional  agencies,  the  tables  also  show  the 
Secretary’s  income  poverty  guidelines 
when  increased  by  25  percent  and  when 
increased  by  50  percent.  The  increased 
figiu'es  represent  the  maximum  levels 
to  be  prescribed  by  State  educational 
agencies  in  determining  eligibility  for 


free  and  reduced  price  meals,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  Secretary’s  guidelines  remain 
the  minimiun  level  for  free  meals;  all 
children  at  or  below  such  levels  shall  be 
served  a  free  meaL 


iNcoMK  Poverty  GinDEUNxa,  FiarAt  Year  1974 
(48  States,  UisTRit-ror  Ck>LUMBu,AMD  Tkkritoriks) 


Family  site 

Secre¬ 
tary’s 
fuidelinea 
flaeal 
year  1974 

Ooldeline  levels  when 
increased  by— 

26  percent 

60  percent 

DoUart 

- 

1 . 

2,190 

2,740 

8,280 

2 . 

21880 

3,600 

4,3-20 

3 . 

3,570 

4,460 

5,360 

4 . 

4,260 

6,310 

6,380 

4,880 

6,100 

7,3-20 

6 . 

6,610 

6,890 

8,260 

6,080 

7,600 

9,1-20 

8 . 

6,660 

8,310 

9,980 

9 . 

7, 170 

8,960 

10,760 

10 . 

7,600 

9,600 

11,620 

11 . 

Also 

10,240 

12;  290 

12 . 

8,700 

10,880 

13,060 

Each  addlUooal 

family  member... 

610 

640 

770 

INCOMR  POVERTY 

OUIDEUNE8,  Fiscal 

Yeak  1974 

(Alasea  and  Hawad) 

Secre- 

Ooldeline  levels  when 

tary’s 

Increased  by — 

Family  site 

EUldelinee 

fl.<ical 

26  percent 

60  percent 

year  1974 

Alaska; 

DolUtTM 

1 . 

2,640 

3,300 

3,960 

2 . 

3,470 

4,340 

6,200 

3 . 

4,290 

6,370 

6,440 

4 . 

6,110 

6,390 

7,670 

6 . 

6,870 

7,340 

8,800 

« . 

6,620 

81280 

9,930 

7 . 

7,310 

9,140 

10,970 

8 . 

8,000 

10,000 

12;  000 

9 . 

8,620 

10,780 

12,920 

10 . 

9,230 

11,640 

13,840 

11 . 

9.840 

12,300 

14,760 

12 . 

ia460 

13,060 

16,680 

Each  addlUonal 

family  member. 

610 

760 

920 

Hawaii: 

1 . 

2,600 

8.120 

8.750 

2 . 

3,280 

4,100 

4,920 

3 . 

4,060 

6,080 

6,090 

4 . 

4,840 

6,060 

7,280 

6 . 

6,660 

6,960 

8,340 

« . 

6,270 

7,840 

9,400 

7 . 

6,920 

8,650 

10,380 

8 . 

7,670 

9,460 

11,350 

9 . 

8,160 

10,200 

12,240 

10 . 

8,760 

10;  940 

13,130 

11 . 

9,340 

11,680 

14,010 

12 . 

9,930 

12,420 

14,890 

Each  additional 

family  member. 

690 

740 

880 

Tlie  Secretary’s  Income  poverty  gruide- 
lines  are  based  on  the  previous  year’s 
poverty  level  adjusted  for  the  year-to- 
year  change  in  the  CXinsumer  Price  In¬ 
dex.  This  procedure  is  consistent  with 
the  basic  procedure  used  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  in  updating  its  latest  sta¬ 
tistics  on  poverty  levels. 

“Income,”  as  the  term  is  used  in  this 
notice,  is  similar  to  that  defined  in  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census  report,  “CTharac- 
teristlcs  of  the  Low-Income  Population: 
1971”,  Consumer  Income,  Current  Popu¬ 
lation  Reports,  series  P-^0.  No.  86,  De¬ 
cember  1972.  “Income”  means  Income 
before  deductions  for  income  taxes,  em¬ 
ployees’  social  security  taxes.  Insurance 
premiums,  bonds,  etc.  It  includes  the 
following: 

(1)  Monetary  compensation  for  serv¬ 
ices,  including  wages,  salary,  conunis- 
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Sion,  or  fees;  (2)  net  income  from  non- 
farm  self-emplo3rment;  (3)  net  income 
from  farm  self-employment:  (4)  social 
security;  (5)  dividends  or  interest  on 
savings  or  bonds,  income  from  estates  'or 
trust,  or  net  rental  income;  (6)  public 
assistance  or  welfare  pasunents;  (7)  un¬ 
employment  compensations;  (8)  Gov¬ 
ernment  civilian  employee  or  military 
retirement  or  pensions  or  veterans’  pay¬ 
ments;  (9)  private  pensions  or  annui¬ 
ties;  (10)  alimony  or  child  support  pay¬ 
ments;  (11)  regiilar  contributions  from 
persons  not  living  in  the  household;  (12) 
net  royalties;  and  (13)  other  cash  in¬ 
come.  Other  cash  income  would  include 
cash  amounts  received  or  withdrawn 
from  any  source  including  savings,  in¬ 
vestments,  trust  accounts,  and  other  re¬ 
sources,  which  would  be  available  to  pay 
the  price  of  a  child’s  meal. 

“Income”  as  the  term  is  used  in  this 
notice,  does  not  include  income  used  for 
the  following  special  hardship  conditions 
which  could  not  be  reasonably  antici¬ 
pated  or  controlled  by  the  household: 

(1)  Unusually  high  medical  expenses; 
(2)  shelter  costs  in  excess  of  30  percent 
of. income  as  defined  herein;  (3)  special 
education  expenses  due  to  the  mental  or 
physical  condition  of  a  child;  and  (4) 
disaster  or  casualty  losses. 

In  applying  guidelines,  school  food  au¬ 
thorities  may  consider  lx>th  the  income 
of  the  family  during  the  past  12  months 
and  the  family’s  current  rate  of  income 
to  determine  which  is  the  better  indi¬ 
cator  of  the  need  for  free  and  reduced 
price  meals. 

Effective  date. — This  notice  shall  be 
effective  July  1,  1973. 

Dated  May  15,  1973. 

James  H.  Lake, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9909  Piled  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


NATIONAL  SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM, 
SCHOOL  BREAKFAST  PROGRAM  AND 
COMMODITY  ONLY  SCHOOLS 

Income  Poverty  Guidelines  for  Determining 
Eligibility  for  Free  and  Reduced  Price 
Meals 

On  February  14,  1973,  there  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  (38  FR 
4423)  a  proposed  amendment  to  the  no¬ 
tice  of  November  2,  1972  (37  FR  23370), 
which  set  forth  the  income  poverty 
guidelines  to  be  used  in  determining  eli¬ 
gibility  for  free  and  reduced  price  meals 
in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1973. 
Comments  on  the  proposed  amendment 
were  received  from  nine  individuals. 
Principally,  these  respondents  recom¬ 
mended  a  continuation  of  local  discre¬ 
tion  in  making  hardship  determinations. 
A  few  respondents  suggested  that  ad¬ 
ditional  hardship  categories  should  be 
allowed.  The  Department  believes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  intent  of  section  9  of  the 
National  School  Limch  Act,  as  amended 
(42  U.S.C.  1758)  was  to  establish  nation¬ 
wide  imlformity  in  lieu  of  local  discre¬ 
tion  and  that  the  specified  special  hard¬ 
ship  provisions  cover  the  basic  situations 
adversely  affecting  family  income.  Ac¬ 


cordingly,  the  notice  of  November  2, 1972 
(37  FR  23370)  Is  amended  as  follows: 


A  new  paragraph  is  added  Immediately 
before  the  last  paragraph,  as  follows: 

•  •  •  •  • 

“Income”  as  the  term  is  used  in  this 
notice,  does  not  include  income  used  for 
the  following  special  hardship  conditions 
which  could  not  be  reasonably  anticl- 
•pated  or  controlled  by  the  household:  (1) 
Unusually  high  medical  expenses;  (2) 
shelter  costs  in  excess  of  30  percent  of  in¬ 
come  as  defined  herein;  (3)  special  edu¬ 
cation  expenses  due  to  the  mental  or 
physical  condition  of  a  child;  and  (4) 
disaster  or  casualty  losses. 

•  •  •  •  * 

Effective  date. — This  notice  shall  be 
effective  May  18, 1973. 

Dated  May  15,  1973. 

James  H.  Lake, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

|FR  Doc.73-9910  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


Forest  Service 

COCONINO  NATIONAL  FOREST  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEES 

Notice  of  Meeting 

’The  Coconino  National  Forest  Grazing 
Advisory  Committee  will  meet  at  Pine- 
wood  Country  Club  parking  lot  on 
Wednesday,  May  30,  1973. 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  is  to  re¬ 
view  problems  and  matters  of  mutual 
interest  to  the  livestock  users  and  the 
Forest  Service. 

The  meeting  will  be  open  to  the  pub¬ 
lic.  Persons  who  wish  to  attend  should 
notify  the  Forest  Supervisor’s  OfiBce, 
telephone  774-5261,  Ext.  1400. 

'The  committee  has  established  the  fol¬ 
lowing  rules  for  public  participation: 
'The  Board  with  a  quorum  present  will 
meet  three  times  annually.  Special  meet¬ 
ings  may  be  called  by  the  CThalrman  of 
the  Board,  or  its  members,  or  by  the 
Forest  Supervisor. 

Dated  May  8, 1973. 

Don  D.  Seaman, 
Forest  Supervisor. 

[FR  Doc.73-9906  Filed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


WILSON  CREEK  UNIT  PLAN 

Availability  of  Draft  Environmental 
Statement 

Pursuant  to  section  102(2)  (C)  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969,  the  Forest  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture,  has  prepared  a  draft  en¬ 
vironmental  statement  for  the  Wilson 
Creek  Unit  Plan,  USDA-FS-DES  (Adm.) 
73-65. 

The  environmental  statement  con¬ 
cerns  the  following  action: 

Administrative  action. — Proposed  10- 
year  management  of  the  Wilson  Creek 
Unit,  Grandfather  Ranger  District, 
Pisgah  National  Forest,  located  in  Avery 
and  Caldwell  Counties,  N.C.  The  unit 


contains  35,828  acres  of  national  forest 
land. 

’The  management  direction  and  action 
proposed  and  described  is  for  a  10-year 
planning  period  beginning  July  1,  1973. 
Included  are  specific  projects  and  pro¬ 
posals  for  recreation  management,  tim¬ 
ber  harvest  and  stand  improvement, 
vegetative  manipulation  to  benefit  wild¬ 
life,  erosion  control,  transportation 
management,  and  others. 

’This  draft  environmental  statement 
was  filed  with  CTEQ  on  May  14,  1973. 

Copies  are  available  for  inspection 
during  regular  working  hours  at  the  fol¬ 
lowing  locations: 

USDA,  Forest  Service,  South  Agriculture 
Bldg.,  room  3230,  12th  St.  aiid  Independ¬ 
ence  Ave.  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20250. 
USDA,  Forest  Service,  1720  Peachtree  Road 
NW.,  room  806,  Atlanta,  Ga.  30309. 

USDA,  Forest  Service.  Forest  Supervisor,  B- 
Level  Plateau  Bldg.,  60  S.  French  Broad, 
P.O.  Box  2760,  AshevUle,  N.C.  28802. 

A  limited  number  of  single  copies  are 
available  upon  request  to  Forest  Super¬ 
visor,  B-Level  Plateau  Bldg.,  50  S.  French 
Broad,  P.O.  Box  2750,  Asheville,  N.C. 
28802. 

Copies  are  also  available  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Technical  Information  Service, 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce.  Spring- 
field,  Va.  22151.  Please  refer  to  the  name 
and  number  of  the  environmental  state¬ 
ment  above  when  ordering. 

Copies  of  the  environmental  statement 
have  been  sent  to  various  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies  as  outlined  in  the 
Coimcil  on  Elnvironmental  Quality 
Guidelines. 

Philip  L.  Thornton, 
Deputy  Chief,  Forest  Service. 

May  14,  1973, 

[FR  Doc.73-9907  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


Office  of  the  Secretary 
WISCONSIN 


Designation  of  Areas  for  Emergency  Loans 

It  has  been  determined  that  a  general 
need  for  agricultural  credit  which  tem¬ 
porarily  cannot  be  met  by  private,  co¬ 
operative,  or  other  responsible  sources 
exists  in  certain  counties  in  Wisconsin 
as  a  result  of  a  natural  disaster  caused 
by  excessive  rainfall  May  through  De¬ 
cember,  drought  May  through  July,  kill¬ 
ing  frosts  May  through  July,  winter  kill 
January  through  May  and  corn  blight 
in  the  summer  of  1972.  The  following 
coimties  of  Wisconsin  are  affected  by 
such  natural  disasters: 


Adama 

Buffalo 

Ck>lumbia 

Douglas 

Florence 

Forest 

Green  Lake 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Juneau 

Kenosha 

Lafaye4;te 

Langlade 


Lincoln 

Marathon 

Marquette 

Oneida 

Outagamie 

Pepin 

Portage 

Price 

Racine 

Waukesha 

Waushara 

Winnebago 

Wood 


Therefore,  these  co4mties  are  designated 
eligible  for  emergency  loans,  pursuant  to 


No.  96— Pt.  I- 
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the  provisions  of  the  Consolidated  Farm 
and  Rural  Develc^ment  Act,  as  amended 
by  Public  Law  93-24.  Applications  for 
emergency  loans  must  be  received  by  this 
Department  prior  to  July  6,  1973,  except 
that  qualified  borrowers  who  receive  ini¬ 
tial  loans  pursuant  to  this  designation 
may  be  eligible  for  subsequent  loans. 

The  urgency  of  the. need  for  loans  in 
the  designated  areas  makes  it  impracti¬ 
cable  and  contrary  to  the  public  interest 
to  give  advance  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  and  invite  public  participation. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  8th  day 
of  May  1973. 

J.  Phil  Campbell, 
Under  Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9911  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


TOBACCO  MARKETING  SYSTEM  STUDY 
COMMITTEE 

Notice  of  Meeting 

A  meeting  of  the  Tobacco  Marketing 
System  Study  Committee  will  be  held  at 
1  p.m.,  e.d.t.,  on  Thursday,  May  24,  1973, 
and  at  8  aun.,  on  May  25,  1973,  in  room 
7413,  Federal  Building,  400  North  Eighth 
Street,  Richmond,  Va. 

The  purpose  of  the  meeting  is  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  study  and  analysis  of  the 
United  States  and  Canadian  tob^co 
marketing  systems  with  a  view  of  im¬ 
proving  the  marketing  system  for  n.S. 
grown  tobacco.  The  meeting  will  be  open 
to  the  public,  however,  space  and  facili¬ 
ties  are  limited.  Any  member  of  the 
public  may  file  a  written  statement  with 
the  committee,  before  or  within  1  week 
following  the  meeting. 

The  names  of  the  members  of  the 
committee,  agenda,  summary  of  the 
meeting,  and  other  information  pertain¬ 
ing  to  the  meeting  may  be  obtained  from 
Mr.  William  L.  Lanier,  director.  Tobacco 
Division,  ASCS,  room  3741,  South  Build¬ 
ing.  UB.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.  20250. 

Dated  May  8.  1973. 

William  L.  Lanier, 

Chairman. 

[FR  Doc.73-9912  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Maritime  Administration 

(Docket  No.  S-351] 

EXXON  SHIPPING  CO. 

Notice  of  Application 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  application 
has  been  filed  imder  the  Merchant 
Marine  Act  of  1936,  as  amended,  for 
op)erating-differential  subsidy  with  re- 
sjject  to  bulk  cargo  carrying  service  in 
the  UB.  foreign  trade,  principally 
between  the  United  States  and  the 
Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics, 
to  expire  on  June  30,  1973  (unless  ex¬ 
tended  only  for  subsidized  voyages  in 
progress  on  that  date) .  Inasmuch  as  the 
below  listed  applicant,  and/or  related 
persons  or  firms,  employ  ships  in  the 
domestic  intercoastal  or  coastwise  serv¬ 
ice,  written  permission  of  the  Maritime 
Administration  under  section  805(a)  of 


the  Merchant  Marine  Act.  1936,  as 
amended,  will  be  required  for  each  such 
applicant  if  its  application  for  operating 
differential  subsii^  is  granted. 

The  following  applicant  has  requested 
permission  involving  the  domestic  inter¬ 
coastal  or  coastwise  services  described 
below: 

Name  of  applicant. — Exxon  Shipping 
Co. 

Description  of  domestic  service  and 
vessels. — Applicant  is  a  wholly-owned 
subsidiary  of  Exxon  Corp.,  a  New  Jer¬ 
sey  corporation,  which  owns,  charters 
and  operates  vessels  in  the  domestic  In¬ 
tercoastal  and  coastwise  service  through 
Exxon  Co.,  U.S.A.  (a  division  of  Exxon 
Corp.)  the  said  Exxon  Corp.,  being  a  U.S. 
citizen  within  the  meaning  of  section  2 
of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and  the  ap¬ 
plicant  has  requested  written  permission 
for  it  and  its  related  companies  to  con¬ 
tinue  operations  in  the  domestic  service. 

U.S.  flag  vessels  owned  by  Exxon 
Corp.  as  of  January  1,  1973  are  listed 
below: 

ESSO  Bangor 
ESSO  Chester 
ESSO  Florence 
ESSO  Miami 
ESSO  Huntington 
ESSO  Newark 
ESSO  Gettysburg 
ESSO  Washington 
ESSO  Jamestown 
ESSO  Lexingtcm 
ESSO  Baltimore 
ESSO  Boston 
ESSO  Houston 
ESSO  New  (Orleans 
ESSO  San  Francisco 
ESSO  Baton  Rouge 
ESSO  Philadelphia 
ENCO  PcMt  Everglades 

Written  permission  is  now  required  by 
the  applicant,  Exxon  Shipping  Co.,  not¬ 
withstanding  that  a  voyage  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  service  for  which  subsidy  is  sought 
would  not  be  eligible  for  subsidy  if  th« 
vessels  carried  domestic  commerce  of 
the  United  States  on  that  Voyage. 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  this  ap¬ 
plication  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretaiy, 
Maritime  Administration,  Department 
of  Commerce  Building,  14th  and  E 
Streets  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20235. 

Any  person,  firm,  or  coiporation  hav¬ 
ing  any  interest  (within  the  meaning  of 
section  805(a) )  in  the  application  and 
desiring  to  be  heard  on  issues  pertinent 
to  section  805(a)  or  desiring  to  submit 
comments  or  views  concerning  the  ap¬ 
plication  must,  by  close  of  business  on 
May  25,  1973,  file  same  with  the  Mari¬ 
time  Administration,  in  writing,  in  tripli¬ 
cate,  together  with  petition  for  leave  to 
intervene  which  shall  state  clearly  and 
concisely  the  grounds  of  Interest,  and 
the  alleged  facts  relied  on  for  relief. 

If  no  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene 
are  received  within  the  specified  time  or 
if  it  is  determined  that  petitions  filed  do 
not  demonstrate  sufficient  Interest  to 
warrant  a  hearing,  the  Maritime  Admin¬ 
istration  will  take  such  action  as  may  be 
deemed  appropriate. 

In  the  event  petitions  regarding  the 
relevant  section  805(a)  Issues  are  re¬ 
ceived  from  parties  with  standing  to  be 
heard,  a  hearing  has  been  tentatively 


scheduled  for  10  am.  on  May  29,  1973,  in 
room  4896,  Department  of  Commerce 
Building,  14th  and  E  Streets  NW., 
Washington,  D.C.  20235.  The  purpose  of 
the  hearing  will  be  to  receive  evidence 
under  section  805(a)  relative  to  whether 
the  proposed  operation  (a)  could  result 
in  unfair  competition  to  any  person, 
firm,  or  corporation  operating  exclusively 
in  the  coastwise  or  Intercoastal  seiwices, 
or  (b)  would  be  prejudicial  to  the  objects 
and  policy  of  the  act. 

By  order  of  the  Maritime  Administra¬ 
tion. 

Dated:  May  15,  1973. 

James  S.  Dawson,  Jr., 
Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9986  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  amj 


National  Bureau  of  Standards 

DIAZOTYPE  AND  BLUEPRINT  PAPER 

Intent  To  Withdraw  Product  Standard 

In  accordance  with  S  10.12  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  Procedures  for 
the  Development  of  Voluntary  Product 
Standards  (15  CFR  part  10,  as  revised, 
35  FR  8349  dated  May  28,  1970),  notice 
is  hereby  given  of  the  Department’s 
intent  to  withdraw  Simplified  Practice 
Recommendation  SPR  260-57,  Diazotype 
and  Blueprint  Paper. 

It  has  been  tentatively  determined 
that  as  this  document  only  lists  the  sizes 
of  some  of  the  products  being  produced, 
its  continued  maint«iance  in  the  De¬ 
partment’s  volimtary  product  standards 
inventory  would  serve  no  useful  purpose. 

Any  comments  or  objections  concern¬ 
ing  the  Intended  withdrawal  of  this 
standard  should  be  made  in  writing  to 
the  office  of  engineering  standards  serv¬ 
ices,  National  Bimeau  of  Standards, 
Washington,  D.C.  20234,  by  July  1,  1973. 
The  effective  date  of  withdrawal  will  be 
not  less  than  60  days  after  the  final 
notice  of  withdrawal.  Withdrawal  action 
will  terminate  the  authority  to  refer  to 
this  standard  as  a  voluntary  standard 
developed  under  the  Department  of 
Commerce  procedures,  from  the  effective 
date  of  the  withdrawaL 

Dated  May  15, 1973. 

Richard  W.  Roberts, 
Director. 

[FR  Doc.73-9925  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  a.m.J 

ENAMELED  CAST  IRON  PLUMBING 
FIXTURES 

Intent  To  Withdraw  Product  Standard 

In  accordance  with  §  10.12  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce  Procedures  for 
the  Development  of  Voluntary  Product 
Standards  (15  CFR  part  10,  as  revised, 
35  FR  8349  dated  May  28,  1970),  notice 
is  hereby  given  of  the  Department’s 
intent  to  withdraw  Commercial  Stand¬ 
ard  CB  77-63,  Enameled  Cast  Iron 
Plumbing  Fixtures.  This  withdrawal 
action  is  being  initiated  for  the  reason 
that  a  more  up-to-date  nationally  rec¬ 
ognized  voluntary  standard  designated 
A  112.19.1  Enameled  Cast  Iron  Plumbing 
Fixtures,  effective  February  21,  1973,  has 
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been  established  for  these  products  by 
the  American  National  Standards  Insti¬ 
tute. 

Any  comments  or  objections  concern- 
standard  should  be  made  in  writing  and 
directed  to  the  oflBce  of  engineering 
standards  services.  National  Bureau  of 
Standards,  Washington,  D.C.  20234,  by 
June  25, 1973.  The  effective  date  of  with¬ 
drawal  will  be  not  less  than  60  days  after 
the  final  notice  of  withdrawal.  With¬ 
drawal  action  will  terminate  the  au¬ 
thority  to  refer  to  the  standard  as  a 
voluntary  standard  developed  imder  the 
Department  of  Commerce  procedures, 
from  the  effective  date  of  the  with¬ 
drawal. 

Dated  May  14, 1973. 

Richard  W.  Roberts, 
Director. 

(PR  Doc .73 -9926  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 

CONFERENCE  ON  THE  OCEANS  AND 

NATIONAL  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

Notice  of  Meeting 

On  July  17-19,  1973,  a  conference  on 
the  oceans  and  national  economic  devel¬ 
opment  will  convene  in  Seattle,  Wash. 
This  conference  is  sponsored  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Admin¬ 
istration  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce,  in  conjunction  with  the  Seattle- 
King  County  Economic  Development 
Coimcil  and  other  Federal  agencies  and 
nongovernmental  groups.  The  purpose  of 
the  conference  is  to  lay  a  basis  for  plan¬ 
ning  the  future  of  the  national  oceano¬ 
graphic  effort.  Speakers  will  Include  in¬ 
dividuals  from  the  public  and  private 
sectors  who  are  authorities  on  oceano¬ 
graphic  matters.  Members  of  the  public 
may  attend  upon  the  payment  of  a  $50 
registration  fee. 

Inquiries  may  be  addressed  to  the  As¬ 
sistant  Deputy  Administrator,  National 
Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra¬ 
tion,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.C.  20230. 

Vice  Adm.  W.  W.  Behrens,  Jr., 

Assistant  Deputy  Administrator. 

[FR  Doc.73-9904  Filed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


[Docket  No.  Sub-B-621 

McCORMACK  TRAWLING  CORPORATION 
Notice  of  Hearing 

May  15,  1973. 

McCormack  Trawling  Corp.  has  applied 
for  permission  to  transfer  the  operations 
of  the  117.4'  registered  length  fishing 
vessel  Tremont,  constructed  with  the  aid 
of  a  fishing  vessel  construction-differen¬ 
tial  subsidy,  from  the  fishery  for  groimd- 
fish  (cod,  cusk,  haddock,  hake,  ocean 
perch,  and  pollock),  and  fiounder  to  the 
fishery  for  groundfish  (cod,  cusk,  had¬ 
dock,  hake,  ocean  perch,  and  pollock), 
flounder,  herring,  Boston  mackerel,  and 
whiting. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  U.S.  Pishing  Fleet  Im¬ 


provement  Act  (46  U.S.C.  251),  and  no¬ 
tice  and  hearing  on  subsidies  (50  CF^  pt. 
257) ,  that  a  hearing  in  the  above-entitled 
proceedings  will  be  held  on  Jime  20, 1973, 
at  10  a.m.,  d.s.t.,  in  the  penthouse  of 
Page  Building  No.  1,  2001  Wisconsin  Ave¬ 
nue  NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  This  hearing 
will  be  consolidated  with  the  hearing  of 
a  similar  application  *from  Old  Colony 
Trawling  Corp.,  since  the  same  fishery  is 
involved.  Any  person  desiring  to  inter¬ 
vene  must  file  a  petition  of  intervention 
with  the  director.  National  Marine  Fish¬ 
eries  Service,  as  prescribed  in  50  CFR 
part  257  at  least  10  days  prior  to  the  date 
set  for  the  hearing. 

Robert  W.  Schoning, 

Acting  Director. 

[FR  Doc.73-9996  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


(Docket  No.  Sub-B-49] 

OLD  COLONY  TRAWLING  CORPORATION 
Notice  of  Hearing 

May  15, 1973. 

Old  Colony  Trawling  Corp.,  has  ap¬ 
plied  for  permission  to  transfer  the  op¬ 
erations  of  the  117.4'  registered  length 
fishing  vessel  Old  Colony,  constructed 
with  the  aid  of  a  fishing  vessel  construc¬ 
tion-differential  subsidy,  from  the  fishery 
for  groundfish  (cod,  cusk,  haddock,  hake, 
ocean  perch,  and  pollock),  and  flounder 
to  the  fishery  for  groimdfish  (cod,  cusk, 
haddock,  hake,  ocean  perch,  and  pol¬ 
lock)  ,  flounder,  herring,  Boston  mackerel, 
and  whiting. 

Notice  is  hereby  given  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  U.S.  Pishing  Fleet  Im¬ 
provement  Act  46  U.S.C.  251,  and  notice 
and  hearing  on  subsidies  (50  CFR  pt. 
257) ,  that  a  hearing  in  the  above-entitled 
proceedings  will  be  held  on  June  20,  1973, 
at  10  a.m.,  D.s.t.,  in  the  penthouse  of  Page 
Building  No.  1,  2001  Wisconsin  Avenue 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C.  This  hearing  will 
be  consolidated  with  the  hearing  of  a 
similar  application  from  McCormack 
Trawling  Corp.,  since  the  same  fishery  is 
involved.  Any  person  desiring  to  inter¬ 
vene  must  file  a  petition  of  intervention 
with  the  director.  National  Marine  Fish¬ 
eries  Service,  as  prescribed  in  50  CFR 
part  257,  at  least  10  days  prior  to  the  date 
set  for  the  hearing. 

Robert  W.  Schoning, 

Acting  Director. 

[FR  Doc.73-9996  FUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


Office  of  the  Secretary 

WATCHES  AND  WATCH  MOVEMENTS 
Virgin  Islands  Set-Aside  for  New  Entrants 

On  December  29,  1972,  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Interior  and  Commerce 
published  a  joint  notice  annoimcing  the 
rules  to  be  used  by  the  Departments  in 
the  allocation  of  1973  calendar  year 
quotas  for  duty-free  entry  into  the  cus¬ 
toms  territory  of  the  United  States  of 
watches  and  watch  movements  assem¬ 
bled  in  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  and 
American  Samoa  (37  FR  28768). 

Section  7  of  the  Departments’  joint 
notice  provided  for  setting  aside  200,000 


units  of  the  1973  Virgin  Islands  quota  for 
new  firms  in  the  event  that  the  unused 
1972  quota  plus  any  increase  (or  minus 
any  decrease)  in  the  amount  of  quota 
available  for  1973,  in  comparison  with 
that  for  1972,  equaled  or  exceeded 
200,000  imlts.  As  the  amount  of  imused 
1972  quota  plus  the  increase  in  the 
amount  of  quota  available  for  1973,  as 
determined  by  the  U.S.  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion,  did  exceed  200,000  units,  the  De¬ 
partments  have  set  aside  200,000  imits 
of  the  1973  Virgin  Islands  quota  for  new 
firms.  (By  “new  firm”  is  meant  an  entity 
which  has  not  heretofore  been  allocated 
a  quota  imder  Public  Law  89-805  and 
which  is  completely  separate  and  im- 
associated  with  any  present  or  previous 
quota  allocatee  in  terms  of  ownership 
and  control.) 

Upon  publication  of  this  joint  Notice 
in  the  Federal  Register  interested  par¬ 
ties  are  invited  to  apply  for  a  new  en¬ 
trant  quota  for  calendar  year  1973  on 
Form  OIPF-764  in  accordance  with  the 
following  instructions  which  have  been 
approved  by  the  Office  of  Manaigement 


and  Budget: 

Question  No.:  Instructions 

1  _  Not  applicable. 

2  _  Answer. 

3  _  Not  applicable. 

4  _  Change  January  1,  1973  to 

date  of  application. 

6  _  Change  January  1,  1973  to 

date  of  application. 

6  _  Answer  part  (c)  only.  • 

7  _ . _  Not  applicable. 

8  _  Answer. 

9  _  Change  January  1,  1973  to 

date  of  application. 

10  _  Not  applicable. 

11  _  Answer  as  to  any  contrac¬ 

tual  arrangement  (s)  In 
effect  as  of  the  date  of 
application. 

12  _  Answer  as  of  date  of  appli¬ 

cation. 

13  _  Answer. 

14  _  Not  applicable. 

16  (a) _  Answer  as  to  proposed  as¬ 

sembly  operations  to  be 
performed  In  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

(b) _  Not  applicable. 

16  (a) _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

(b)  _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

(c)  _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

(d)  _  Not  applicable. 

17  _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

18  (a) _  Not  applicable. 

(b)  _  Not  applicable. 

(c)  _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

19  thru  23_  Not  applicable. 

24  (a) _  Answer  as  to  proposed  oper¬ 

ation. 

(b) _  Not  applicable. 

25  thru  30.  Not  applicable. 


In  addition  to  the  information  to  be 
supplied  on  form  OIPF-764,  new  entrant 
applicants  are  also  required,  with  the 
approval  of  the  OfiBce  of  Management 
and  Budget,  to  provide  the  following 
information : 

1.  A  copy  of  the  most  recent  certified 
financial  statement  for 

a.  Applicant; 
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b.  Any  company  listed  in  answer  to  ques¬ 
tion  no.  8  of  form  OIPP-764. 

2.  Anticipated  source  of  financing  of  capi¬ 
tal  Investment  required  for  proposed  watch 
movement  assembly  operation  in  the  Virgin 
Islands  (land,  building,  eqmpment,  parts 
inventory,  etc.).  If  proposed  capital  invest¬ 
ment  is  contingent  upon  receiving  financial 
or  other  assistance  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  the  territorial  government  or  from 
other  sources,  give  complete  details  includ¬ 
ing  exemption  from  territorial  taxes  and  cus¬ 
toms  duties. 

3.  Maximum  number  of  watch  movements 
applicant  could  assemble  and  ship  during 
calendar  year  1973,  if  more  than  the  num¬ 
ber  indicated  in  reply  to  question  No.  13  of 
form  OIPF-764. 

4.  Minimum  amount  of  quota  (units)  ap¬ 
plicant  would  require  in  order  to  establish 
a  viable  watch  movement  assembly  opera¬ 
tion,  if  less  than  the  number  indicated  in 
reply  to  question  No.  13  of  form  OIPF— 764. 

5.  Anticipated  source  of  watch  movement 
parts  (see  question  No.  18(b)(1)  of  form 
OIPF-764)  and  whether  or  not  applicant 
plans  to  case  watch  movements  in  the  Virgin 
Islands. 

6.  Anticipated  number  of  local  workers  to 
be  employed  in  the  Virgin  Islands  by  Job 
classification  (see  question  No.  28  of  form 
OIPP-764)  and  prc^KJsed  wage  rates  for  local 
watch  movement  assembly  workers. 

7.  Estimated  direct  labOT  cost,  by  type  of 
movement  (see  question  No.  17  of  form 
OIPP-764).  per  watch  movement  assembled 
in  the  Virgin  Islands,  excliisive  of  general, 
sales,  and  administrative  costs. 

8.  Estimated  time  applicant  would  require 
to:  (a)  Establish  watch  movement  assembly 
in  the  Virgin  Islands  (b)  Begin  shipment  of 
locally  assembled  watch  movements  to  the 
United  States. 

9.  Applicant’s  experience  which  qualifies  it 
to  establish  and  operate  a  watch  movement 
assembly  facility  in  the  Virgin  Islands. 

10.  A  statement  indicating  how  the  watch 
movements  assembled  in  the  Virgin  Islands 
would  be  distributed  in  the  UB.  market. 

Copies  of  form  OIPF-764,  which  has 
been  prepared  jointly  by  the  Depart¬ 
ments,  may  be  obtained  from: 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Domestic  and 
International  Business  Administration,  Of¬ 
fice  of  ImpKirt  Programs  (code  322) ,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D  C.  20230,  Attention:  Special  Im¬ 
port  Programs  Division. 

All  applications  for  a  new  entrant  al¬ 
location  must  be  filed  with  the  depart¬ 
ments  at  the  above  address  on  or  before 
June  15,  1973.  All  applications  received 
within  this  deadline  will  be  promptly 
processed  and  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
departments  that  any  allocations  to  be 
made  against  the  1973  Virgin  Islands 
set-aside  will  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  or  before  July  16,  1973.  Any 
questions  which  may  arise  concerning 
this  joint  notice  should  be  addressed  to 
the  attention  of  A.  H.  Stuart,  at  the 
above  address  (acre  code  202-967-2925). 

Based  on  the  Departments’  evaluation 
of  the  information  submitted  by  appli¬ 
cants,  and  in  accordance  with  section  7 
of  the  rules  published  by  the  Depart¬ 
ments  in  the  Federal  Register  on  De¬ 
cember  29,  1972  (37  FR  28768) ,  the  De¬ 
partments  may  allocate  all  or  part  of  the 
set-aside  portion  of  the  calendar  year 
1973  Virgin  Islands  quota  among  those 
s^plicants  whose  prc^posals,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  ot  the  Departments,  offer  the  like¬ 
lihood  of  the  greatest  contribution  to  the 


economy  of  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  in 
such  a  manner  as.  In  the  judgment  of 
the  Departments,  will  best  serve  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  territory. 

Recipients  of  a  new  entrant  quota  al¬ 
location  will  be  required  to  comply  with 
U.S.  CTustoms  regulations  concerning 
those  assembly  operations  which  must  be 
performed  in  the  Virgin  Islands  in  order 
to  qualify  watch  movements  for  duty¬ 
free  entry  into  the  customs  territory  of 
the  United  States  under  General  Head- 
note  3(a),  T.S.U.S.,  and  with  the  gen¬ 
eral  requirements  of  the  territorial  gov¬ 
ernment  regarding  the  establishment 
and  conduct  of  a  business  in  the  Virgiin 
Islands. 

Failure  on  the  part  of  the  recipient 
of  a  new  entrant  quota  allocation  for 
calendar  year  1973  to  abide  substantially 
and  in  a  timely  fashion  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  in  its  application  upon 
which  the  Eiepartments  relied  in  making 
such  allocation  may  result  in  the  reduc¬ 
tion  or  cancellation  of  its  quota  by  the 
Departments. 

Seth  M.  Booner, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Resources  and  Trade  Assist¬ 
ance,  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce. 

Stanley  S.  Carpenter, 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Territorial  Affairs,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior. 

(FR  Doc.73-9968  Filed  6-17-73;8:45  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH, 
EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
Food  and  Drug  Administration 
[FAP  3B  2884] 

AMERICAN  CYANAMID  CO. 

Filing  of  Petition  for  Food  Additive 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Federstl 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec. 
409(b)(5),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C.  348 
(b)(5)),  notice  is  given  that  a  petition 
(FAP  3B2884)  has  been  filed  by  Ameri¬ 
can  Cyanamid  Co.,  Wayne,  N.J.  07470, 
proposing  that  S  121.2526  Components 
of  paper  and  paperboard  in  contact  toith 
aqueous  and  fatty  foods  (21  CFR 
121.2526)  be  amended  to  provide  for  the 
safe  use  of  poly  [acrylamide- acrylic  acid- 
JV-(dimethylaminomethyl)  acrylamide] 
produced  by  reacting  2.40  to  3.12  parts 
of  polyacrylamide,  by  weight,  with  1.55 
parts  dimethylamine  and  1  part  formal¬ 
dehyde  as  a  drainage  and  retention  aid 
in  the  manufacture  of  paper  and  paper- 
board. 

Dated  May  10, 1973. 

R.  M.  SCHAFFNER, 
Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Foods. 

(FR  Doc.73-9932  FUed  5-17-73:8:46  am] 

(FAP  0A2569] 

BIOCON  LIMITED 

Filing  of  Petition  for  Food  Additives 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  FViod,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act 
(sec.  409(b)(5),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C. 


348(b)  (5) ) ,  notice  Is  given  that  a  petition 
(FAP  0A2569)  has  been  filed  by  Biocon 
Ltd.,  Hall  Lane,  Roi^ery  Bridge.  Nr. 
Sandbach,  Cheshire,  CWll  9QZ.  Eng¬ 
land,  proposing  that  the  food  additive 
regulations  (21  CFR  part  121)  be 
amended  to  provide  for  the  safe  use  of 
an  amyloglucosidase  enzyme,  derived 
from  Rhizopus  niveus,  for  degrading 
gelatinized  starch  into  constituent 
sugars. 

Dated  May  10,  1973. 

R.  M.  SCHAFFNER, 

Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Foods. 

(FR  Doc.73-9931  FUed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


(PAP  2B2783] 

ROHM  &  HAAS  CO. 

Withdrawal  of  Petition  for  Food  Additives 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec. 
409(b),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C.  348(b)), 
the  following  notice  is  issued; 

In  accordance  with  S  121.52,  With¬ 
drawal  of  petitions  without  prejudice  of 
the  procedural  food  additive  regulations 
(21  CFR  121.52) ,  Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inde¬ 
pendence  Mall  West,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 
19105,  has  withdrawn  its  petition  (FAP 
2B2783),  for  which  notice  of  filing  was 
published  In  the  Federal  Register  of 
April  20,  1972  (37  FR  7828),  pn^xislng 
that  S  121.2597,  Polymer  modifiers  in 
semirigid  and  rigid  vinyl  chloride  plas¬ 
tics  (21  CFR  121.2597)  be  amended  in 
paragraph  (b)(2)  by  revising  the 
polymer  content  of  the  finished  plastic 
food-contact  article  to  include  not  more 
than  5  weight-percent  of  polymer  units 
derived  from  polymers  identified  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)(1)  of  §  121.2597. 

Dated  May  10,  1973. 

R.  M.  SCHAFFNER, 

Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Foods. 

(FR  DOC.T3-9933  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


(FAP  2B2793] 

ROHM  &  HAAS  CO. 

Withdrawal  of  Petition  for  Food  Additives 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec,  409 
(b) ,  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C.  348(b) ) ,  the 
following  notice  is  Issued: 

In  accordance  with  §  121.52,  With¬ 
drawal  of  petitions  without  prejudice,  of 
the  procedural  food  additive  regulations 
(21  CJFR  121.52),  Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  In¬ 
dependence  Mall  West,  Philadelphia.  Pa. 
19105,  has  withdrawn  its  petition  (FAP 
2B2793),  for  which  notice  of  filing  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
September  30,  1972  (37  FR  20582),  pro¬ 
posing  that  §  121.2597,  Polymer  modi¬ 
fiers  in  semirigid  and  rigid  vinyl  chloride 
plastics  (21  CFR  121.2597),  be  amended 
to  provide  for  the  safe  use  of  polymers 
identified  in  paragraph  (a)  (2)  combined 
during  their  polymerization  with  buta¬ 
diene-styrene  cojjolymers  which  may  also 
contain  not  more  than  5  weight-percent 
of  total  polymer  imits  derived  by  copo- 
lymerlzation  with  dlvlnylbenzene  and/or 
1,3-butylene  glycol  dimethacrylate  and 
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not  more  than  10  weight-percent  of  total 
polymer  imlts  derived  by  copolymerlza- 
tion  with  methyl  methacrylate,  as  modi¬ 
fiers  In  semi-rigid  and  rigid  vinyl 
chloride  plastic  food-contact  articles. 

Dated  May  10,  1973. 

R.  M.  SCHAFFNER, 
Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Foods. 

[FR  1)00.73-9930  Piled  S-17-73;8:46  am] 


[PAP  2B27901 

ROHM  &  HAAS  CO. 

Withdrawal  of  Petition  for  Food  Additives 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec.  409 
(b),  72  Stat.  1786;  21  U.S.C.  348(b)),  the 
following  notice  is  Issued: 

In  accordance  with  S  121.52,  With¬ 
drawal  of  petitions  without  prejudice  of 
the  procediu^l  food  additive  regulations 
(21  CFR  121.52),  Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  In¬ 
dependence  Mall  West,  Philadelphia.  Pa. 
19105,  has  withdrawn  its  petition  (PAP 
2B2790).  for  which  notice  of  filing  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  of 
June  1,  1972  (37  FR  10980),  proposing 
that  §  121.2597,  Polymer  modifiers  in 
semirigid  and  rigid  vinyl  chloride  plastics 
(21  CFR  121.2597)  be  amended  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)(2)  by  revising  the  polymer 
content  of  the  finished  plastic  food-con¬ 
tact  article  to  include  polymer  units 
derived  from  homopolymers  and/or 
copolymers  of  styrene,  divlnylbenzene 
and  1,3-butylene  glycol  dimethacrylate, 
in  addition  to  ethyl  acrylate  and  methyl 
methacrylate  currently  listed. 

Dated  May  10.  1973. 

R.  M.  SCHAFFNER, 

Acting  Director,  Bureau  of  Foods. 

[PR  Doc.73-9929  Plied  6-17-73; 8: 45  am] 


National  Institutes  of  Heaith 
PRESIDENT’S  CANCER  PANEL 
Notice  of  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  Public  Law  92-463,  notice 
is  hereby  given  of  the  meeting  of  the 
President’s  Cancer  Panel,  National  Can¬ 
cer  Institute,  May  22,  1973,  9:30  a.m.. 
National  Institute  of  Health,  Building 
31,  Conference  Room  IIAIO.  This  meet¬ 
ing  will  be  open  to  the  public  from  9:30 
to  11:30  a.m..  May  22,  1973,  to  discuss 
research  training  and  allocation  of  funds 
in  the  1974  budget,  and  closed  to  the  pub¬ 
lic  frt)m  1  to  3  p.m..  May  22,  1973,  to 
review  and  discuss  key  staff  and  positions 
of  the  Institute  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  set  forth  in  section  552(b)  6  of 
title  5  United  States  Code  and  to  review 
policy  implications  of  certain  specific 
grant  applications  to  be  considered  at 
the  June  meeting  of  the  National  Cancer 
Advisory  Board  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  set  forth  in  section  552(b)  4 
of  title  5  United  States  Code  and  10(d) 
of  Public  Law  92-463.  Attendance  by  the 
public  will  be  limited  to  space  available. 

Mr.  Frank  Karel,  Associate  Director 
for  Public  Affairs,  NCI,  Building  31,  room 
10A31,  National  Institutes  of  Health, 
Bethesda,  Md.  20014  (301-496-1911)  will 


fiumish  summaries  of  the  open/closed 
meeting  and  roster  of  committee 
members. 

Dr.  James  A.  Peters,  Executive  Secre¬ 
tary,  Building  31,  room  11A05,  National 
Institutes  of  Health,  Bethesda,  Md.  20014 
(301-496-6618)  will  provide  substantive 
program  Information. 

Dated  May  15,  1973. 

John  F.  Sherman, 
Deputy  Director, 

National  Institutes  of  Health. 
[PR  Doc.73-9974  PUed  6-16-73;8:46  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 

MICROWAVE  LANDING  SYSTEM  ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

Notice  of  Establishment  of  Committee 

The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  an¬ 
nounce  the  establishment  of  the  Micro- 
wave  Landing  System  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act 
(Public  Law  92-463;  86  Stat.  770). 

The  piu*pose  of  the  Microwave  Landing 
System  Advisory  Committee  Is  to  review 
development  efforts  now  in  progress,  to 
verify  the  operational  capabilities  of 
the  system,  and  to  advise  the  Director, 
Systems  Research  and  Development 
Service,  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
with  respect  to  technical  concepts  and 
possible  solutions  for  development  of  the 
system. 

The  committee  is  to  be  composed  of 
representatives  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  from  aviation  and  research 
industries.  The  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  be  designated  by  the  Director, 
Systems  Research  and  Development 
Service  from  among  nongovernment 
members.  The  committee  will  be  estab¬ 
lished  for  a  2-year  period  to  terminate 
March  1975. 

I  have  determined  that  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Microwave  Landing  System 
Advisory  Committee  is  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest  in  connection  with  duties  imposed 
by  law  on  the  Federal  Aviation  Admin¬ 
istration  imder  section  312(c)  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
752;  49  U.S.C.  1353). 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  May  10, 
1973. 

Alexander  P.  Butterfield, 

Administrator. 

[PR  Doc.73-9889  PUed  5-17-73; 8: 45  am] 

ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[Dockets  Nos.  60-424,  60-425,  50-426,  60-427] 

GEORGIA  POWER  CO. 

Notice  of  Receipt  of  Application  for  Con¬ 
struction  Permits  and  Facility  Licenses 
and  Availability  of  Applicant's  Environ¬ 
mental  Report;  Time  for  Submission  of 
Views  on  Antitrust  Matter 

Georgia  Power  Co.  (the  applicant), 
pursuant  to  section  103  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  has  filed 
an  application,  wlilch  was  docketed  Feb¬ 
ruary  13,  1973,  for  authorization  to  con¬ 


struct  and  operate  four  generating  units 
utilizing  pressurized  water  reactors  at  its 
site,  located  on  the  Savannah  River  in 
Burke  County,  Ga. 

The  propos^  nuclear  facilities,  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  applicant  as  the  Alvin  W. 
Vogtle  Nuclear  Plant,  units  1.  2,  3,  and  4, 
are  designed  for  initial  operation  at  ap¬ 
proximately  3,411  MW  (thermal)  each, 
with  a  net  electrical  output  of  approxi¬ 
mately  1,100  MW  each. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  have  his 
views  on  the  antitrust  aspects  of  the  ap¬ 
plication  presented  to  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  for  consideration  shall  submit  such 
views  to  the  Commission  on  or  before 
June  27,  1973. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  available 
for  public  inspection  at  the  Commission’s 
Public  Document  Room,  1717  H  Street 
NW.,  Washington,  D.C,  20545,  and  at  the 
Burke  County  Library,  Fourth  Street, 
Waynesboro,  Ga.  30830. 

The  applicant  has  also  filed,  pursuant 
to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  and  the  regulations  of  the 
Commission  in  appendix  D  to  10  CFR 
part  50,  a  report  entitled,  "Applicant’s 
Environmental  Report’’,  volumes  I  and 
n,  dated  August  1.  1972.  ’The  report  has 
been  made  available  for  public  Inspection 
at  the  aforementioned  locations.  ’The  re¬ 
port,  which  discusses  environmental  con¬ 
siderations  related  to  the  proposed  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Alvin  W.  Vogtle  Nuclear 
Plant,  imits  1.  2.  3.  and  4  is  also  being 
made  available  at  the  Bureau  of  State 
Planning  and  CTommunlty  Affairs,  room 
611,  270  Washington  Street  SW„  Atlanta, 
Ga.  30303,  and  at  the  Central  Savannah 
River  APDC,  630  Ellis  Street,  Augusta, 
Ga.  30902. 

After  the  report  has  been  analyzed  by 
the  Commission’s  Director  of  Regulation 
or  his  designee,  a  draft  environmental 
statement  related  to  the  proposed  action 
will  be  prepared  by  the  Commission. 
Upon  preparation  of  the  draft  en^ron- 
mental  statement,  the  Commission  will, 
among  other  things,  cause  to  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  a  sum¬ 
mary  notice  of  availability  of  the  draft 
statement.  The  summary  notice  will  re¬ 
quest  comments  from  interested  persons 
on  the  proposed  action  and  on  the  draft 
statement.  ’The  summary  notice  will  also 
contain  a  statement  to  the  effect  that 
comments  of  Federal  agencies  and  State 
and  local  officials  thereon  will  be  made 
available  when  received. 

Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.,  this  19th  day 
of  April  1973. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Karl  Kniel, 

Chief.  Pressurized  Water  Reac¬ 
tors  Branch  No.  2,  Directorate 
of  Licensing. 

(PR  Doc.73-8311  Piled  4^26-73;8:45  am] 


]  Docket  No.  50-206] 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  EDISON  CO. 
AND  SAN  DIEGO  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  CO. 

Availability  of  AEC  Draft  Environmental 
Statement 

Pursuant  to  the  National  Environ¬ 
mental  Policy  Act  of  1969  and  the  U.S. 
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Atomic  Energy  Commission’s  regulatlcHU 
in  appendix  D  to  10  CFR  pcirt  50,  notice 
is  hereby  given  that  a  draft  environ¬ 
mental  statement  prepared  by  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  directorate  of  licensing,  related 
to  the  proposed  issuance  of  a  full-term 
operating  license  for  the  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  Edison  Co.’s  and  San  Diego  Oas 
&  Electric  Co.’s  San  Onofre  nuclear  gen¬ 
erating  statiMi,  unit  1,  located  near 
Camp  Pendleton,  San  Diego  County, 
Calif.,  is  available  for  inspecticm  by  the 
public  in  the  Commission’s  public  docu¬ 
ment  room  at  1717  H  Street  NW.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  DC.  20545,  and  in  the  San  Cle¬ 
mente  PuWlc  Library,  233  Granada 
Street,  San  Clemente,  Calif.  92672.  The 
draft  environmental  statement  Is  also 
being  made  available  at  the  office  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor,  Office  of  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Management,  1400  10th 
Street,  room  108,  Sacramento,  Calif. 
95814,  and  at  the  San  Diego  County 
Comprehensive  Planning  Organization, 
County  Administration  Center,  1600  Pa¬ 
cific  Highway,  San  Diego,  Calif.  92101. 
Copies  of  the  Commission’s  draft  envi- 
rcHimental  statement  may  be  obtained  by 
request  addressed  to  the  UJS.  Atomic 
Energj  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 
20545,  attention;  Deputy  Director  for  Re¬ 
actor  Projects,  Directorate  of  Licensing. 

The  applicant’s  environmental  report, 
as  amended,  submitted  by  the  Southern 
California  Edison  Co.,  is  also  available 
for  public  inspection  at  the  above-desig¬ 
nated  locations.  Notice  of  availability  of 
the  applicant’s  environmental  report  was 
publi^ed  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
November  4. 1972  (37  FR  23589) . 

Pursuant  to  10  CFR  part  50,  appendix 
D,  interested  persons  may,  on  or  before 
July  2,  1973,  submit  comments  on  the 
applicant’s  environmental  report,  as 
amended,  and  the  draft  environmental 
statement  for  the  Commission’s  cMisid- 
eration.  Federal  and  State  agencies  are 
being  provided  with  copies  of  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  environmental  report  and  the 
draft  environmental  statement  (local 
agencies  may  obtain  these  documents 
upMi  request).  When  comments  thereon 
by  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  are 
received  by  the  Commission,  such  com¬ 
ments  will  be  made  available  for  public 
Inspection  at  the  Commission’s  Public 
Document  Room  in  Washington,  D.C, 
20545,  and  at  the  aSn  Clemente  Public 
Library  in  San  Clemente,  Calif,  92672. 
Comments  on  the  draft  environmental 
statement  from  Interested  members  of 
the  public  should  be  addressed  to  the 
U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20545,  attention:  Deputy 
Director  for  Reactor  Projects,  Direc¬ 
torate  of  Licensing. 

Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.  this  11th  day 
of  May  1973. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

B.  J.  Youngblood, 
Chief,  Environmental  Projects 
Branch  No.  3,  Directorate  of 
Licensing. 

[PB  Doc.78-9711  FUed  6-17-73;8:45  am] 


NOTICES 

[Dockets  Nos.  bO-AOAA,  50-425A,  S0-426A, 
50-4a7A] 

GEORGIA  POWER  CO. 

Notice  of  Receipt  of  Attorn^  General’s 

Advice;  Time  for  Filing  of  Petitions  To 

Intervene  on  Antitrust  Matters 

The  Commission  has  received,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  105c  of  Uie  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  the  following 
advice  from  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
United  States,  dated  May  9,  1973: 

You  have  requested  our  advice  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  105  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  68  Stat.  919,  42  UE.C. 
2011-2296  as  recently  amended  by  Public 
law  91-560,  84  Stat.  1472  (December  19, 
1970),  In  regard  to  the  above  cited 
application. 

A  description  of  the  applicant.  Its  history 
and  strxicture,  conduct  with  respect  to  smaller 
systems  and  our  contduslons  based  thereon 
was  recently  transmitted  to  you  In  connec¬ 
tion  with  your  request  for  our  advice  on 
Oeorgla  Power  Co.’s,  application  to  construct 
Hatch  Nuclear  Plant,  unit  No.  2,  AEC  docket 
No.  50-366. 

Power  ftom  the  Vogtle  Plant,  Is  not  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  marketed  separately  but  Is  to  be 
added  to  applicant’s  Integrated  system  and 
combined  with  existing  power  supplies  of 
applicant  and  associated  companies  in  the 
Southern  Company  PooL  Accordingly,  the 
facts  upon  which  our  advice  regarding  the 
Vogtle  units  must  be  based,  are  identical  tq 
those  stated  In  our  letter  on  the  earlier  ap¬ 
plication  except  that  changes  In  fossUe  fuel 
supplies  appear  to  Increase  the  Importance  of 
nuclear  power  generation  as  a  sovuce  of 
bulk  power  supply. 

We  therefore  recomemnd  that  a  hearing  be 
held  to  determine  whether  the  licensee's 
proposed  activities  under  the  subject  license 
will  create  or  maintain  a  situation  Incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  policies  of  the  antitrust 
laws. 

Section  2.716  of  your  Commission’s  rules 
of  practices  appears  to  permit  consolidation 
of  proceedings  In  certain  clrciunstances.  We 
believe  you  may  And  those  circumstances 
exist  with  respect  to  proceedings  In  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Vogtle  and  Hatch 
applications. 

Any  person  whose  interest  may  be 
affected  by  this  proceeding  may,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  §  2.714  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice,  10  CFR  part  2,  file  a  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene  and  request  a 
hearing  on  the  antitrust  aspects  of  the 
application.  Petitions  for  leave  to  inter¬ 
vene  and  requests  for  hearing  shall  be 
filed  on  or  before  June  18,  1973,  either 
(1)  by  delivery  to  the  AEC  public  docu¬ 
ment  room  at  1717  H  Street  NW.,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  or  (2)  by  mail  or  telegram 
addressed  to  the  Secretary,  UB.  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 
20545,  attentiOTi:  chief,  public  proceed¬ 
ings  branch. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Abraham  Braitman, 
Chief.  Office  of  Antitrust  and 
Indemnity,  Directorate  of 
Licensing. 

[FR  Doc.73-9897  Filed  5-^7-73;8:45  am] 


[Dockets  Noe.  50-352,  50-353] 

PHILADELPHIA  ELECTRIC  CO. 

Reconstitution  of  Board 

In  the  matter  of  Philadelphia  Electric 
Co.  (Limerick  Generating  Station  units 
1  and  2). 

Mr.  Warren  E.  Nyer  was  a  member  of 
the  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing  Board, 
established  to  consider  the  above  appli¬ 
cation.  Mr.  Nyer  is  unable  to  continue 
in  his  duties  as  a  member  of  this  Board. 

Accordingly,  Dr.  Robert  L.  Holton, 
whose  address  is  Department  of  Ocean- 
ogrtyjhy,  Oregon  State  University,  Cor¬ 
vallis,  Oreg.  97331,  is  app>ointed  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Board.  Reconstitution  of  the 
Board  in  this  manner  is  in  accordance 
with  S  2.721  of  the  rules  of  practice,  as 
amended. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  15th 
day  of  May  1973. 

Nathaniel  H.  (Goodrich, 
Chairman.  Atomic  Safety 
and  Licensing  Board  Panel. 

(FR  Doc.73-9943  Filed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


[Dockets  Nos.  50-354,  50-355] 

PUBLIC  SERVICE  ELECTRIC  &  GAS  CO. 

Notice  of  Reconstitution  of  Board 

In  the  matter  of  Public  Service  Electric 
&  Gas  Co.  (Newbold  Island  Nuclear  Gen¬ 
erating  Stations,  units  1  and  2). 

Mr.  Warren  E.  Nyer  was  a  member  of 
the  Atomic  Safety  and  Licensing  Bocu'd 
established  to  consider  the  above  appli¬ 
cation.  Mr.  Nyer  is  imable  to  continue 
in  his  duties  as  a  member  of  this  Board. 

Accordingly,  Dr.  Robert  L.  Holton, 
whose  address  is  Depiartment  of  Ocean¬ 
ography,  Oregon  State  University,  Cor¬ 
vallis,  Oreg.  97331,  is  appointed  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Board.  Reconstitution  of  the 
Board  in  this  manner  is  in  accordance 
with  S  2.721  of  the  rules  of  practice,  as 
amended. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  15th 
day  of  May  1973. 

Nathaniel  H.  Goodrich, 
Chairman,  Atomic  Safety 
and  Licensing  Board  Panel. 

(PR  Doc.73-9942  Piled  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  BOARD 

[Docket  No.  24697] 

TRANS  WORLD  AIRLINES,  INC.  AND 
FLYING  MERCURY,  INC. 

Enforcement  Proceeding;  Postponement  of 
Hearing 

By  motion  filed  on  May  14,  1973,  coun¬ 
sel  for  Trans  World  Airlines,  Inc.,  stated 
that  a  settlement  of  this  case  is  Imminent 
and  requested  a  postponement  of  the 
hearing  from  May  15,  1973,  to  May  29, 
1973.  The  Bureau  of  Enforcement  has 
filed  an  answer  stating  it  does  not  oppose 
the  TWA  request. 

Upon  consideration  of  this  motion  and 
answer,  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the 
hearing  in  the  above-entitled  proceeding 
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now  assigned  to  be  held  on  May  15,  1973 
(38  FR  8297,  Mar.  30,  1973),  is  postponed 
to  May  30,  1973,  at  10  a.m.  (local  time) 
In  room  911,  Universal  Building,  1825 
Connecticut  Avenue  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C.,  before  the  undersigned  administra¬ 
tive  law  judge. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  May  14. 
1973. 

[seal]  Thomas  P.  Sheehan, 

Administrative  Law  Judge. 

[PR  Doc.73-9966  FUed  5-17-73:8:46  am] 

COMMISSION  ON  CIVIL  RIGHTS 
INDIANA  STATE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
Agenda  and  Notice  of  Open  Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights, 
that  a  planning  meeting  of  the  Indiana 
State  Advisory  Committee  to  this  Com¬ 
mission  will  convene  at  9  ajn.,  on  May  19, 
1973,  at  the  Quality  Motel  downtown, 
1530  North  Meridian  Street,  Indianap¬ 
olis,  Ind.  46202. 

Persons  wishing  to  attend  this  meeting 
should  contact  the  Chairman,  or  the 
Midwestern  Regional  Oflace  of  the  Com¬ 
mission,  room  1428,  219  South  Dearborn 
Street,  Chicago,  ni.  60604. 

The  purpose  of  this  organizational 
meeting  shall  be  to  discuss  (1)  the  fol¬ 
lowup  to  the  Indiana  Prison  Report:  (2) 
the  Indiana  Criminal  Justice  Planning 
Area  Survey;  and  (3)  new  projects 
planned  for  Marion  and  Blackoak.  The 
(Committee  will  also  consider  revenue 
sharing  and  problems  of  the  Spanish  sur- 
named  in  Lake  County. 

This  meeting  will  be  conducted  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Commission. 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  May  14, 
1973. 

Isaiah  T.  Creswell,  Jr., 
Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer. 

[FB  Doc.73-9972  PUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


OHIO  STATE  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
Agenda  and  Notice  of  Open  Meeting 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Rights, 
that  a  planning  meeting  of  the  Ohio 
State  Advisory  Committee  to  this  Com¬ 
mission  will  convene  at  10  a.m.,  on 
June  2,  1973,  at  the  Christopher  Inn,  300 
East  Broad  Street,  Columbus,  Ohio  43215. 

Persons  wishing  to  attend  this  meeting 
should  contact  the  Chairman,  or  the 
Midwestern  Regional  OflBce,  room  1428, 
219  South  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  m. 
60604. 

The  purpose  of  this  meeting  shall  be  to 
finalize  plans  for  an  open  meeting  on 
Penal  Institutions  in  the  State  of  Chlo. 

This  meeting  will  be  conducted  pursu¬ 
ant  to  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Com¬ 
mission. 


Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  May  14, 
1973. 

Isaiah  T.  Creswell,  Jr., 
Advisory  Committee 
Management  Officer. 

[PR  Doc.73-9973  Piled  6-17-73:8:46  am] 

CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Grant  of  Authority  To  Make  a  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  §  9.20  of  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Rule  rx  (5  CTR  9.20),  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  authorizes  the  De- 
Ijartment  of  Commerce  to  fill  by  non¬ 
career  executive  assignment  in  the  ex¬ 
cepted  service  the  position  of  Director, 
Office  of  Foreign  Direct  Investments. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant  to  the 
Commissioners. 

[FR  Doc.73-9961  PUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Revocation  of  Authority  To  Make  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  S  9.20  of  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Rule  rx  (5  CFR  9.20),  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  revokes  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  to 
fill  by  noncareer  executive  assignment 
in  the  excepted  service  the  position  of 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  for 
Congressional  Relations,  Office  of  the 
Secretary. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant 
to  the  Commissioners. 

[PR  Doc.73-9962  PUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Grant  of  Authority  To  Make  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  S  9.20  of  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Rule  rx  (5  CFR  9.20),  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  authorizes  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  fill  by  noncareer 
executive  assignment  in  the  excepted 
service  the  position  of  Assistant  to  the 
Secretary  and  Deputy  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant  to  the 
Commissioners. 

(FR  Doc.73-9964  PUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Grant  of  Authority  To  Make  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  $  9.20  of  Civil 
Service  Rule  rx  (5  CFR  9.20),  the  Civil 


Service  Commission  authorizes  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  fill  by  noncareer 
executive  assignment  in  the  excepted 
service  the  position  of  Principal  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Inter¬ 
national  Security  Affairs),  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[seal]  James  C  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant  to  the 
Commissioners. 
[FR  Doc.73-9966  Filed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,'  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE 

Revocation  of  Authority  To  Make  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  §  9.20  of  Civil 
Service  Rule  EX  (5  CFR  9.20),  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  revokes  the  author¬ 
ity  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare  to  fill  by  noncareer 
executive  assignment  in  the  excepted 
service  the  position  of  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Congressional  Liaison,  Of¬ 
fice  of  the  Secretary. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[  SEAL  ]  James  C.  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant  to  the 
Commissioners. 

[FR  Doc.73-9960  Filed  6-17-73;8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 
AND  WELFARE 

Grant  of  Authority  To  Make  Noncareer 
Executive  Assignment 

Under  authority  of  §  9.20  of  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Rule  EX  (5  CFR  9.20),  the  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission  authorizes  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  fill  by  noncareer  executive  assignment 
in  the  excepted  service  the  position  of  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Assistant  to  the  Secretary,  Im¬ 
mediate  Office,  Office  of  the  Secretary. 

United  States  Civil  Serv¬ 
ice  Commission, 

[  seal  ]  James  Spry, 

Executive  Assistant  to 
the  Commissioners. 

[PR  Doc.73-9963  FUed  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


COUNCIL  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 
List  of  Statements  Received 
Note. — At  the  bead  of  the  listing  of  state¬ 
ments  received  from  each  agency  is  the  name 
of  an  Individual  who  can  answer  questions 
regarding  those  statements. 

Department  or  Agriculture 

Contact:  Dr.  T.  C.  Byerly,  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  Washington,  D.C.  20260,  202-447- 
7803. 

ANIMAL  AND  PLANT  HEALTH  INSPECTION  SERVICE 

Draft 

Veterinary  Facility,  HR.  1192,  Iowa,  April 
18:  The  hill  proposes  the  acquisition  of  land 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  38,  NO.  96 — FRIDAY,  MAY  18,  1973 


13050 


NOTICES 


for  the  construction  of  a  Veterinary  Services 
Biologic  Control  Laboratory  at  Ames,  Iowa 
(7  pages).  (ELR  Order  No.  00658.)  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0658-D.) 

FOREST  SERVICE 

Draft 

Vegetation  Manipulation  with  Herbicides, 
Yavapai  and  Apache  Counties.  Ariz.,  April  26: 
The  proposal  Is  for  the  use  of  the  chemical 
herbicide  2.4-D  on  lands  of  the  Apache  and 
Coconino  National  Forests,  In  order  to  con¬ 
trol  the  spread  of  snakeweed.  Iris,  and  rabbit¬ 
brush.  There  may  be  adverse  effects  on  water 
organisms,  and  the  air.  The  White  Moimtain 
Reservoir  lies  within  one-half  mile  of  one  spot 
which  is  proposed  for  treatment  (98  pages). 
(ELR  Order  No.  00711).  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  071 1-D.) 

Final 

Coeur  d’Alene  National  Forest,  Kootenai. 
Shoshone,  and  Bonner  Counties,  Idaho, 
May  1:  The  statement  refers  to  a  3-year- 
road-building  program  for  the  forest  tmder 
which  85  miles  of  new  road  will  be  con¬ 
structed  and  117  miles  of  existing  road  will 
be  reconstructed.  The  program  will  facili¬ 
tate  the  harvesting  of  timber.  The  soli 
mantel  will  be  disturbed;  hunting  and  fish¬ 
ing  pressures  will  increase;  30  acres  of  big 
game  range  will  be  permanently  lost;  863 
acres  will  be  stripped  of  vegetative  cover 
(32  pages).  Comments  made  by:  EPA  and 
DOI.  (ELR  Order  No.  00741.)  (NTIS  Order 
No.  EIS  73  0741-P.) 

RCRAI-  ELECTRIFICATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Final 

Center  Plant,  Oliver  County,  N.  Oak., 
May  7;  The  statement  refers  to  a  proposed 
loan  application  by  the  Minnkota  Power  Co¬ 
operative,  Inc.,  for  assistance  in  financing  the 
installation  of  an  electrostatic  preclpitatc»' 
for  the  200-MW  unit  at  the  Center  Plant. 
Particulate  emissions  from  the  stack  will  be 
reduced  (approximately  200  pages).  Com¬ 
ments  made  by:  EPA,  DOI,  Fre.  and  USDA. 
(ELR  Order  No.  00776.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  00776-F.) 

Atomic  Energy  Commission 

Contact;  For  Nonregulatory  Matters: 
Mr.  Robert  J.  Catlln,  Director,  Division  of 
Environmental  Affairs,  Washington.  D.C. 
20545,  202-973-5391. 

For  Regulatory  Matters:  Mr.  A.  Oiambusso, 
Deputy  Director  for  Reactor  Projects,  Di¬ 
rectorate  of  Licensing,  202-973-7373,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20545. 

Final 

Guidelines  for  Design,  Light  W’ater-Cooled 
Reactors,  May  10:  The  statement  refers  to 
the  proposed  adoption  of  numerical  guide¬ 
lines  for  design  objectives,  and  limiting  con¬ 
ditions  for  operation  to  meet  the  criterion 
“as  low  as  possible”  for  radioactive  material 
in  light-water-cooled  reactor  eflauent.  The 
expected  result  of  the  action  Is  to  improve 
assurance  that:  radiation  exposure  to  those 
living  near  site  boundaries  be  less  than  5  m 
Rem  yr;  annual  exposures  to  sizable  popu¬ 
lation  groups  from  radioactivity  released 
from  reactors  on  all  sites  in  the  United  States 
through  the  year  2000  be  less  than  1  m  Rem; 
and  there  be  no  demonstrable  biological 
effects  to  aquatic  or  terrestlal  organisms  frcwn 
exposure  to  radio€u:tlvlty  from  nuclear  power 
reactors  (2  volumes).  Comments  made  by: 
USDA,  HEW,  DOI,  EPA,  and  FPC.  (ELR  Order 
No.  00734.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0784-P.) 

Calcined  Solids  Storage  Additions,  Butte 
County,  Idaho,  May  10:  The  statement  refers 
to  the  construction  of  long-term  storage  bins 
for  radioactive  wastes  solidified  in  the  waste 
calcinating  facility  of  the  nuclear  reactor 
testing  station.  A  small  amount  of  radla- 
actlve  particulate  matter  will  be  discharged 


during  operation  of  the  transport  facility 
from  the  calciner.  The  radiation  exposure  at 
the  site  boundary  is  estimated  to  be  less  than 
1  m  Rem/yr.  Comments  made  by:  USDA, 
DCX3.  HEW,  DOI,  and  DOT.  (ELR  Order 
No.  00796.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0796-P.) 

Underground  nuclear  test  program  (NTS) , 
Nye  County.  Nev.,  May  10:  The  statement  re¬ 
fers  to  NTS  for  fiscal  years  1974  and  1975. 
The  program  includes  tests  of  1  megaton  or 
less,  for  nuclear  weapons  development.  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  sponsored  nuclear  ef¬ 
fects  tests,  and  plowshare  tests  to  develop 
nuclear  explosives  for  peaceful  uses.  All  tests 
will  be  conducted  at  the  Nevada  testsite. 
Improved  containment  design  is  expected  to 
minimize  the  number  of  tests  that  vent 
radioactivity  to  the  atmosphere  and  the 
amount  of  radioactivity  that  reaches  offsite 
locations  (135  pages).  Comments  made  by: 
EPA.  USCO.  DOI.  DOD,  DOC.  and  HEW. 
(ELR  Order  No.  00798.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0798-P.) 

Transuranium  solid  waste  facility,  Los 
Alamos  County,  N.  Mex.,  May  10:  The  state¬ 
ment  refers  to  the  prc^osed  construction  of 
a  facility  which  will  be  operated  as  part  of  an 
experimental  program  to  study  and  develop 
safe  and  effective  sorting,  compacting,  and 
incinerating  procedures  for  low-level  pluto¬ 
nium  contaminated  waste.  A  significant  vol¬ 
ume  reduction  is  desired  to  facilitate 
eventual  permanent  storage  of  residual  solid 
waste.  Since  administrative  procedures  will 
be  set  to  allow  a  maximum  of  100  g  of 
plutonium  and  10  millicuries  of  mixed  fission 
products  at  the  facility  at  any  time,  radiolog¬ 
ical  hazards  will  be  minimized  and  exposures 
held  within  Federal  guidelines.  Comments 
made  by:  USDA,  HEW,  DOI.  DOT,  and  EPA. 
(ELR  Order  No.  00795.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0795-P.) 

Future  high  level  waste  facilities.  Aiken 
and  Barnwell  Counties,  S.C..  May  10:  The 
statement  refers  to  the  proposed  addition  to 
present  radioactive  waste  management  facil¬ 
ities  of  four  1.3  million  gallon  tanks,  a  waste 
evaporator,  and  associated  auxiliaries  at  the 
Savannah  River  plant.  The  tanks  will  be  con¬ 
structed  of  stainless  steel  and  will  be  en¬ 
closed  in  a  steel -lined  underground  concrete 
containment  vessel.  They  will  be  used  for 
interim  storage  of  radioactive  wastes  gen¬ 
erated  by  the  production  of  nuclear  mate¬ 
rials.  The  evaporator  will  be  used  to  dewater 
the  wastes  by  a  I&cUx  of  one-third.  There 
will  be  temporary  construction  disruption; 
small  amounts  of  radioactivity  will  be  re¬ 
leased  during  operation  of  the  evaporator. 
Comments  made  by:  USDA,  DOC,  DOD,  HEW, 
DOI,  and  DOT.  (ELR  Order  No.  00797.)  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0797-F.) 

Department  or  Commerce 

Contact:  Dr.  Sidney  R.  Caller,  Deputy  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  for  Environmental  Affairs, 
Department  at  Commerce,  Washington,  D.C. 
20230,  202-967-4335. 

Draft 

Foreign  trade  sub-zone  9A,  Oahu  County, 
Hawaii,  April  27:  Proposed  is  the  modifica¬ 
tion  of  a  grant  for  foreign-trade  sub-zone  9A, 
issued  to  the  State  of  Hawaii.  The  modifica¬ 
tion  would  permit  the  construction  and  op¬ 
eration  of  a  synthetic  natural  gas  plant  at 
Ewa.  Operation  would  be  by  Gasco,  Inc.  The 
gas  will  be  piped  22  miles  to  Honolulu.  Ad¬ 
verse  impact  will  include  the  emission  of 
1,311  Ib/d  of  air  pollution;  and  the  emission, 
of  20  g/m  of  process  water  into  a  disposal 
well  (approximately  100  pages).  (ELR  Order 
No.  00723.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0723-D.) 

Final 

Grand  Portage  Chippewa  Reservation,  Cook 
County.  Minn.,  May  4:  The  statement  refers 
to  the  proposed  development  of  a  motel  and 
camping  facility  by  the  Grand  Portage  Band 


of  the  Chlppewas.  The  facilities  would  in¬ 
clude  a  100-unlt  motel,  a  restaurant,  camp¬ 
ground,  and  a  trailer  court,  primitive  camp¬ 
sites,  and  related  works.  Approximately  55 
acres  of  wildlife  habitat  would  be  committed 
to  the  project.  The  existing  sewage  system, 
inadequate  for  such  an  operation,  will  need 
to  be  altered  (84  pages).  Comments  made 
by:  USDA.  HEW,  and  DOI.  (ELR  Order  No. 
00768.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0768-F.) 

economic  development  administration 
Final 

Cook  Inlet,  city  of  Anchorage,  Alaska,  May 
10:  The  proposal  is  for  the  expansion  of 
existing  port  facilities  at  the  northern  end 
of  Cook  Inlet.  The  project  is  the  first  of  a 
three-phased  port  development  program 
which  will  provide  facilities  for  increased 
marine  commerce.  Included  will  be  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  existing  pier  (by  370  ft), 
dredging  of  the  ship  channel,  and  the 
potential  for  an  additional  container  carrier. 
There  will  be  adverse  impact  to  marine  biota 
during  construction  (80  pages).  Comments 
made  by:  USDA  and  DOI.  (ELR  Older  No. 
00785.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0785-F.) 

AlrpOTt/Rlverfront  Industrial  Park. 
Douglas  Coimty,  Nebr.,  May  7:  The  statement 
refers  to  the  proposed  construction  of  a  264 
acre  industrial  park  adjacent  to  the  city  of 
Omaha  and  Eppley  airfield.  The  project,  a 
segment  of  the  planned  58.47  mile  develop¬ 
ment  along  the  Missouri  River  which  is 
known  as  the  "Riverfront  Development  proj¬ 
ect,  will  include  dredging,  filling,  and  grading 
of  the  area  and  constructUm  of  a  sewage 
system,  a  rlverbank  stabilization  systen^  rail¬ 
road  lead  trackage  and  roculs,  and  related 
utility  systems.  The  area  will  be  sold  in  in¬ 
dustrial/commercial  blocks  of  from  3  to  20 
acres.  As  a  result  of  the  project,  open  space 
of  potential  recreational  use  will  be  elimi¬ 
nated;  dredging  activities  will  cause  turbidity 
(112  pages) .  Comments  made  by:  USDA,  COE, 
DOI.  DOT,  and  EPA.  (ELA  Order  No.  00775.) 
(NTTS  Order  No.  EES  73  0775-P.) 

Department  of  Defense 

ARMY  CORPS 

Contact:  Mr.  Francis  X.  Kelly.  Director, 
Office  of  Public  Affairs,  attention:  DAEN- 
PAP,  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  UB. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  1(X)0  Independence 
Avenue  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20314,  202- 
693-7168. 

Supplement 

Four  Mile  Run  Flood  Protection,  supple¬ 
ment,  Arlington  and  Alexandria  Counties, 
Va.,  April  25:  The  document  provides  supple¬ 
mental  information  to  a  final  statement 
which  was  filed  with  the  council  on  October 
20,  1970.  The  supplement  refers  to  project 
changes  in  channel,  wall  and  levee  construc¬ 
tion  and  configuration;  additional  bridge 
modifications;  the  inclusion  of  recreation 
and  beautification  measures;  and  related 
work  (Baltimore  District)  (approximately 
100  pages).  (ELR  Order  No.  00694.)  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0694-D.) 

Draft 

El  Paso  Local  Protection  Project,  Tex.,  April 
26:  Proposed  is  the  enlargement  of  two  ex¬ 
isting  dam  complexes;  the  construction  of 
new  detention  dams;  a  diversion  channel- 
dike  combination;  and  related  work,  in  order 
to  protect  the  northwest  area  of  El  Paso. 
There  will  be  some  loss  of  land  and  vegeta¬ 
tion  to  project  structures  (Albuquerque  Dis¬ 
trict)  (99  i>age8).  (ELR  Order  No.  00715.) 
(NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0715-D.) 

Final 

Oakland  Inner  Harbor,  Alameda  County, 
Calif.,  May  5:  The  proposed  project  oonslsta 
of  deepening  the  existing  Oakland  Inner  Har¬ 
bor  from  30  to  35  feet.  Approximately 
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2,150,000  yd>  of  spoil  material  will  be 
dredged;  1,250,000  yd*  will  be  placed  at  the 
Alcatraz  disposal  site  and  900,000  yd*  at  sea 
beyond  the  100-fathom  Isobath.  Adverse  ef¬ 
fects  of  the  project  include  disturbance  of 
bottom  sediment  during  dredging;  increased 
turbidity  at  dredging  and  disposal  sites;  and 
possible  smothering  of  plankton  and  sessile 
benthic  organisms  (59  pages).  Comments 
made  by:  USDA,  DOC,  DOI,  HUD,  and  EPA. 
(ELR  Order  No.  00761.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0761-E.) 

Nawillwlll  Small  Boat  Harbor,  Hawaii. 
May  3:  The  proposed  project  Involves  the 
construction  of  a  small  boat  harbor  In 
Nawillwlll  Bay  on  Kauai.  Project  features 
Include  a  breakwater,  and  navigation  chan¬ 
nels.  There  will  be  some  loss  of  crab  habitat 
(43  pages).  Comments  made  by:  DOC,  HEW, 
and  DOT.  (ELR  Order  No.  00763.)  (NTLS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0753-P.) 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii,  May  10:  The  state¬ 
ment  refers  to  a  project  which  Is  designed  to 
provide  an  increased  shoreline  recreation 
area.  Three  new  groins  would  be  constructed. 
46,000  yd*  of  sand  would  be  placed  on  the 
beach,  and  the  Waikiki  Natatorlum  would 
be  demolished  (53  pages).  Comments  made 
by:  EPA,  USAP,  DOC,  HEW.  and  DOL  (ILR 
Order  No.  00792.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0792-F.) 

Hays  Flood  Protection  Project,  Kans.. 
May  4 :  The  statement  refers  to  the  proposed 
constructlcm  of  a  flood  protection  project 
which  consists  of  channel  reallnement  of  1.5 
miles  of  Big  Creek  and  the  Improvement  of 
the  levee  system  around  Hays.  Riparian  wild¬ 
life  habitat  would  be  lost;  archeological  and 
historical  sites  would  be  adversely  affected: 
and  modlflcatlons  to  an  oxbow  lake  on  the 
campus  of  Fort  Hairs  Kansas  State  College 
could  create  stagnant  water  conditions  (66 
pages).  Comments  made  by:  USDA,  IXXl, 
HEW,  DOI.  DOT.  and  EPA.  (ELR  Order  No. 
00762.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0762-F.) 

Shoal  Creek  Channel,  Putnam  and  Schuy¬ 
ler  counties.  Mo.,  May  10:  The  statement 
refers  to  the  pit^xised  construction  of  a  meat 
and  a  high  flow  channel.  Adverse  effects  of 
the  project  would  Include  the  loss  of  riparian 
habitat  and  the  reduction  of  recreation  op¬ 
portunities  (70  pages).  Comments  made  by: 
USDA,  DOI,  DOT,  and  EPA.  (ELR  Order  No. 
00793.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0793-F.) 

Westchester  Creek,  Bronx  County,  N.T., 
April  30:  Hie  proposed  project  Is  the  main¬ 
tenance  dredging  of  the  Westchester  Creek. 
Project  length  Is  2.6  miles.  Dredged  disposal 
will  be  deposited  In  the  New  York  Bight. 
Adverse  impacts  Include  Increased  pollution 
to  the  New  York  Bight,  loss  of  benthic  orga¬ 
nisms  and  marine  life,  and  Increased  silta- 
tlon  (30  pages).  Comments  made  by  USDA, 
DOC,  DOD,  DOT,  EPA  and  State  agencies. 
(ELR  Order  No.  00726.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0726-P.) 

Harlem  River,  Bronx  County,  N.Y.,  April 
30:  The  proposed  project  Is  the  maintenance 
dredging  of  Harlem  River.  The  dredged  spoil 
will  be  deposited  In  the  New  York  Bight.  Ad¬ 
verse  Impacts  stemming  from  the  project 
include  loss  of  benthic  organisms.  Increased 
water  turbidity  and  water  pollution,  espe¬ 
cially  to  the  New  York  Bight,  and  curtail¬ 
ment  of  recreational  activities  (38  pages). 
Comments  made  by:  USDA,  DOC,  DOD,  DOT, 
EPA,  and  State  agencies.  (ELR  Order  No. 
00727.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0727-P.) 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels, 
April  26:  The  proposed  project  consists  of 
dredging  the  New  York  and  New  Jersey 
Channels.  Length  of  the  two  channels  is  31 
miles.  Dredged  disposal  will  be  deposited  In 
the  New  York  Bight  In  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 
Major  adverse  impacts  will  Include  disruption 
and  loss  of  marlnellfe  habitat,  increased 
water  turbidity,  and  pollution  (54  pages). 
Comments  made  by:  USDA,  DOC,  DOD,  EKDI, 
DOT,  EPA,  HUD,  and  regional.  State  and 


local  agencies.  (ELR  Order  No.  00713.)  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0713-F.) 

Hampton  Creek,  Va.,  May  2:  The  proposed 
project  Involves  the  maintenance  dredging 
of  the  navigation  channel  of  the  creek  to 
Its  authorized  depth  of  12  feet.  Approxi¬ 
mately  126,000  yd*  spoil  material  will  be 
removed  and  deposited  at  the  Carney  Island 
Disposal  Area.  Temporary  turbidity  will  dis¬ 
turb  marlnellfe.  (As  Hampton  is  a  commer¬ 
cial  flshery  center,  concern  is  expressed  in 
the  statement  over  the  possible  adverse  ef¬ 
fects  of  silt  on  fish  eggs.)  (34  pages.)  Com¬ 
ments  made  by:  EPA,  DOC,  AHP,  and  State 
agencies  and  citizen  groups.  (ELR  Order 
No.  00746.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0745-P.) 

NAVT 

Contact:  Mr.  Joseph  A.  Grimes,  Jr.,  Special 
Civilian  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  Washington,  D.C.  20350,  202-697-0892. 

Draft 

Argus  Island  (Tower)  Facility,  Bermuda, 
April  26:  Pr(^>06ed  Is  the  disposal  ot  the 
offshCMe  Argus  Island  Tower  Facility,  a  two- 
story  steel  structure  30  miles  southwest  of 
Bermuda.  The  facility,  which  was  used  to 
support  undersea  surveillance.  Is  considered 
to  have  served  Its  usefulness,  and  is  In  need 
of  extensive  repair.  Disposal  will  be  by  dem- 
ollltlon,  with  adverse  Impact  to  marine  biota. 
The  submerged  structure  Is  not  expected  to 
become  a  hazard  to  navlgatlcm  (35  pages). 
(ELR  Order  No.  00716.)  (NTIS  Order  No. 
EIS  73  0716-D.) 

Multi-Purpose  Target  Range.  Meridian. 
Noxubee  County.  Wls.,  April  26:  Proposed 
Is  the  acquisition  of  500  acres,  and  ease¬ 
ments  on  2.400  acres.  In  order  to  establish 
an  alr-to-gro\md  tai^t  range  for  use  by 
the  Naval  Air  Station.  Meridian,  l^arget  prep¬ 
aration  will  Include  the  clear-cuttl^  of  500 
acres  at  saw  timber  and  pulpwood.  Adverse 
Impacts  will  Include  soil  disruption  and  de¬ 
posits  of  metal  fragments,  and  Increases  In 
ambient  noise  and  air  pollution  levels.  No 
live  rockets,  IxMnbs  or  Incendiary  ordnance 
will  be  used  (26  pages).  (ELR  Order  No. 
00718.)  (NHS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0718-D.) 

DKI.AWABX  RiVKX  BASIX  COBTMISSIOX 

Contact:  W.  Brlnton  Whltall,  Secretary, 
P.O.  Box  360,  Trenton,  NJ.  08603,  609-883- 
9500. 

Final 

Edge  Moor  Steam  Electric  Generating  Sta¬ 
tion.  New  Castle  County,  Del.,  May  4:  The 
statement  refers  to  the  proposed  construc¬ 
tion  of  imlt  5,  a  400  MW  oll-flred  steam- 
electric  generating  station;  the  replacement 
of  the  fovu*  existing  coal-fired  units  with  oil- 
fired  units;  and  the  construction  of  such 
related  facilities  as  storage  tanks,  a  domes¬ 
tic  waste  system.  Inlet  and  outlet  works,  and 
a  water  cbanneL  The  project  will  discharge 
additional  amounts  of  solids,  chemical,  and 
waste  beat  to  the  Delaware  River  (approxi¬ 
mately  400  pages).  Comments  made  by: 
EPA,  GSA,  TRES,  DOT,  AEC,  USDA,  DOC. 
and  AHP.  (ELR  Order  No.  00767).  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  0767-F.) 

Environmental  Protection  Agenct 

Contact:  Mr.  Sheldon  Meyers,  Director, 
Office  of  Federal  Activities,  room  3630,  Water¬ 
side  Mall,  Washington,  D.C.  20460,  202-765- 
0940. 

Draft 

North  Dade  County  Regional  System,  Dade 
County,  Fla.,  April  30:  The  proposal  Is  for 
an  80  MGD  secondary  treatment  facility  to 
be  reconstructed  at  the  Interama  site  In  two 
40  MOD  phases,  and  major  elements  of  an 
Integrated  sewage  collection  system  to  be 
constructed  In  the  northern  portion  of  the 
county  over  a  period  of  3  to  6  years.  Waste- 
water  disposal  will  be  either  via  a  22,850  ft. 


90-ln  diameter  ocean  outfall  to  a  point  500  ft 
beyond  the  seaward  reef  In  90  ft  of  water; 
or  via  the  existing  North  Miami  Ocean  out¬ 
fall.  with  flows  exceeding  Its  30  MGD  capac¬ 
ity  being  diverted  to  deep  wells  which  will 
Inject  wastewaters  to  the  boulder  zone  of 
the  Florida  aquifer.  Some  mangrove  would 
be  affected  by  construction  of  the  outfall 
(192  pages).  (ELR  Order  No.  00731.)  (NTIS 
Order  No.  EIS  73  073 1-D.) 

Federal  Power  Commission 

Contact:  Dr.  Richard  F.  Hill,  Acting  Ad¬ 
visor  on  Environmental  Quality,  441  G  Street 
NW,  Washington,  D.C.  20426,  202-386-6084. 

Final 

Sabine  Pass,  Tex.,  May  4:  The  proposal  Is 
the  authorization  of  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Co.  of  America’s  application  for  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity,  for 
construction  of  facilities  to  transport  natural 
gas  from  block  71,  High  Island  Area,  Offshore 
Tex.,  to  transmission  facilities  2  miles  north¬ 
east  of  Sabine  Pass.  Construction  activity 
will  adversely  affect  marine  biota;  wildlife 
habitat  within  the  50-ft  right-of-way  would 
be  destroyed.  Forty-three  acres  of  highly  pro¬ 
ductive  marshland  and  grazing  land  will  be 
removed  from  productivity;  2  animals  which 
are  listed  as  rare  or  endangered,  the  red  wolf 
and  the  American  alligator,  would  be  directly 
affected  by  construction  activities  (94  pages). 
Comments  made  by:  DOI  and  USCG.  (ELR 
Order  No.  00760.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0760-F.) 

General  Services  Administration 

Contact:  Mr.  Rod  Kreger,  Acting  Adminis¬ 
trator,  GSA-AD,  Washington,  D.C.  20405, 
202-343-6077. 

Draft 

Courthouse  and  Federal  OfiOce  Building, 
Baltimore,  Md.,  May  3:  Hie  proposed  project 
is  the  construction  of  a  ten-story,  440,450 
gr  ft*  Courthouse  and  Federal  Offlc»  Build¬ 
ing  In  the  city  of  Baltimore.  Hie  facility 
will  house  approximately  700  employees  and 
provide  parking  space  for  68  vehicles.  Dust, 
noise  and  equipment  traffic  will  create  ad¬ 
verse  effects  during  construction  (38  pages) . 
(ELR  Order  No.  00755.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS 
73  0755-D.) 

Department  or  the  Interior 

Contact:  Mr.  Bruce  Blanchard,  Director, 
Environmental  Project  Review,  room  7260, 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C. 
20240,  202-343-3891. 

BtraxAU  or  sports  pisheries  and  wildlife 
Draft 

Cibola  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Arizona 
and  California,  April  26:  Proposed  is  the 
acquisition  at  the  remaining  4,207  acres  of 
non-Federal  lands  within  the  refuge,  which 
Is  located  In  Yuma  County,  Ariz.,  and  Im¬ 
perial  County,  Calif.  The  refuge  provides 
wintering  habitat  for  waterfowl  on  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  (48  pages).  (ELR  Order  No. 
00719.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0719-D.) 

NATIONAL  PARKS  SERVICE 

Yosemite  National  Park,  Calif.,  April  26: 
The  statement  refers  to  the  proposed  desig¬ 
nation  of  646,700  acres  of  the  park  as  wil¬ 
derness.  A  segment  of  the  Sierra  Nevada 
mountain  range  would  be  preserved.  Impacts 
discussed  In  the  statement  Include  cultural, 
social,  scientific,  and  economic  effects  (114 
pages) .  Comments  made  by:  AHP,  DOD,  DOI, 
EPA,  and  USDA.  (ELR  Order  No.  00714) 
(NHS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0714-P.) 

Grant-Kohrs  Ranch  National  Historic  Site, 
Powell  County,  Mont.,  April  11:  The  state¬ 
ment  refers  to  the  proposed  legislative  desig¬ 
nation  of  the  ranch  as  a  national  historic 
site.  The  preservation  Is  Intended  to  help 
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foster  an  understanding  of  the  frontier 
cattle  era  of  the  Nation's  history.  A  total  of 
1,487  acres  would  be  acquired  under  the  pro¬ 
posal.  Bills  H.R.  9694  and  S.  2166  constitute 
the  legislation  Involved  (28  pages).  Com¬ 
ments  made  by:  USDA,  DOI,  HUD,  ETA,  AHP, 
and  State  agencies.  (ELR  Order  No.  00618.) 
(NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0618-F.) 

National  Capital  Planning  Commission 

Contact:  Mr.  Donald  F.  Bozarth,  Director 
of  Current  Planning  and  Programing,  Wash¬ 
ington.  D.C.  20576,  202-382-1471. 

Draft 

Fourteenth  Street  Urban  Renewal,  District 
of  Columbia,  April  16:  The  statement  refers 
to  the  adopted  and  approved  actions  for  the 
first,  second,  and  third  action  years  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  neighborhood  Develop¬ 
ment  program  for  the  14th  Street  Urban 
Renewal  Area.  Included  are:  The  designation 
of  37.3  acres  for  acquisition  and  redevelop¬ 
ment;  the  designation  of  3.6  acres  for  public 
use;  and  the  designation  of  29.6  acres  con¬ 
taining  498  buildings  for  rehabilitation.  The 
land  designated  for  redevelopment  could  pro¬ 
vide  for  approximately  3,200  new  units  of 
housing  and  2.6  million  ft>  of  commercial 
floor  space.  There  will  be  construction  dis¬ 
ruption,  and  Increased  demand  upon  exist¬ 
ing  water  and  sewage  facilities  (iqiproxi- 
mately  200  pages).  (ELR  Order  No.  00649.) 
(NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0649-D.) 

Depaktment  of  Transportation 

Contact:  Mr.  Martin  Convisser,  Director, 
Office  of  Environmental  Quality,  400  Seventh 
Street  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20590,  202- 
466-4357. 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
Draft 

Shoreline  Parkway,  Escambia  County,  Fla., 
May  3:  The  statement  refers  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  proposed  Shoreline  Parkway 
from  Barrancas  Street  to  Pensacola  Bay 
Bridge  on  U.S.  98.  Project  length  is  2.9  miles. 
Four  families  and  one  business  will  be  dis¬ 
placed.  A  section  4(f)  determination  has 
been  filed  to  acquire  land  from  the  Pensa¬ 
cola  Historic  District  (73  pages).  (ELR  Order 
No.  00754.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0754-D.) 

Final 

Interstate  Route  280,  Lucas  County,  Ohio, 
May  1 :  The  statement  refers  to  the  proposed 
upgrading  of  2.1  miles  of  Interstate  Route 
280  through  the  city  of  Oregon.  The  project 
proposes  to  provide  a  median  barrier;  recon¬ 
struct  berms;  flatten  ditch  slopes;  resurface 
the  pavement;  construct  new  guardrails;  up¬ 
grade  traffic  control  items;  and  eliminate  two 
interchange  ramps  and  construct  one-way 
service  roads.  Pour  acres  of  land  will  be  com¬ 
mitted  to  highway  use.  Two  families  will  be 
displaced  and  two  mobile  homes  relocated 
(31  pages).  Comments  made  by:  EPA,  DOI, 
DOT,  and  State  and  local  agencies.  (ELR 
Order  No.  00736.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73 
0736-F.) 

Downtovra  Loop  Freeway,  Greenville, 
Greenville  County,  Fla.,  May  1:  The  state¬ 
ment  refers  to  the  proposed  construction  of 
the  downtown  loop  freeway  In  Greenville. 
The  facility  would  extend  from  1-385  east 
of  the  downtown  area  to  U.S.  123,  a  distance 
of  3.5  miles  Adverse  impacts  include  a  dis¬ 
placement  of  40  businesses  and  550  families 
and  introduction  of  noise  pollution  to  a  new 
corridor  (30  pages).  Comments  made  by: 
COE,  HUD.  DOI,  DOT.  (ELR  Order  No.  00735.) 
(NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0735-F.) 

Final 

Sptir  Highway  239,  Val  Verde  County,  Tex., 
May  1 ;  Hie  statement  refers  to  the  prc^osed 
relocation  of  a  3-mlle  segment  of  ^ur  Hlgh- 
w’ay  239  In  the  city  of  Del  Rio.  Approximately 


2.4  miles  of  the  project  will  be  on  new  loca¬ 
tion.  One  business  and  17  families  will  be 
displaced.  Smne  public  utilities  will  require 
relocation  (82  pages).  Comments  made  by: 
USDA,  EPA,  HEW,  DOI,  OEO,  and  DOT.  (ELR 
Order  No.  00734.)  (NTTS  Order  No.  EIS  73 
0734-P.) 

U.S.  35,  Kanawha  and  Putnam  Counties, 
W.  Va.,  May  1:  The  statement  refers  to  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  overpass  and  ap¬ 
proaches,  totaling  1.4  miles  in  length.  One 
residence  would  be  acquired;  30  acres  will  be 
acquired  for  right-of-way  (101  pages).  Com¬ 
ments  made  by:  DOI,  PPC,  DOC,  AHP,  GSA, 
OEO,  COE,  USDA.  EPA,  and  HEW.  (ELR  Order 
No.  00733.)  (NTIS  Order  No.  EIS  73  0733-F.) 

Timothy  Atkeson, 

General  Counsel. 

(FR  Doc.73-9821  Filed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

EFFLUENT  STANDARDS  AND  WATER 

QUALITY  INFORMATION  ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 

Notice  of  Meeting  and  Agenda;  Solicitation 
of  Written  Statements 

1.  Notice  of  meeting. — Notice  is  hereby 
given  that  a  meeting  of  the  Effluent 
Standards  and  Water  Quality  Informa¬ 
tion  Advisory  Committee  (the  Commit¬ 
tee)  established  imder  section  515  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
(the  Act;  33  U.S.C.  1375:  PubUc  Law 
92-500) ,  will  be  held  at  9  a.m..  May  25, 
1973,  in  the  Old  Angus  Ballroom,  Holiday 
Inn,  in  Chrstal  City  (1489  Jefferson  Davis 
Highway),  Arlington,  Va.  This  is  a  regu¬ 
larly  scheduled  meeting  of  this  advisory 
committee.  The  agenda  for  the  meeting 
Includes  consideration  of  scientific  and 
technical  information  pertinent  to  the 
determinations  required  to  be  made  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  when  proposing  regu¬ 
lations  providing  effluent  limitations 
guidelines  and  standards  of  performance 
imder  sections  304(b)  and  306  of  the  Act. 
Informal  workshops  will  be  held  con¬ 
cerning  the  effluent  limitations  guide¬ 
lines  and  standards  of  performance  to  be 
developed  for  the  following  major  indus¬ 
trial  categories: 

1.  Petroleum  refining — 10  a.m.  in  the  Old 
Angus  Ballroom. 

2.  Soaps  and  detergents — 10  a.m.  In  the 
conference  room. 

3.  Leather  tanning  and  finishing — 10  am. 
In  the  Aidrln  Room. 

4.  FertUlzers  and  phosphates — 10  am  In 
the  Collins  Room. 

5.  Glass  manufacturing — 10  a.m  in  the 
Armstrong  Room. 

6.  Cement  manufacturing — 1  pm  In  the 
Old  Angus  Ballroom 

7.  TextUes — 1  pjn.  In  the  conference  room 

8.  Rubber  processing — 1  p.m.  In  the  Aidrln 
Room. 

9.  Grain  milling — 1  pm  In  the  Collins 
Room. 

10.  Seafood  processing — 1  p.m  In  the 
Armstrong  Room. 

11.  Beet  sugar  processing — 1  p.m.  In  the 
Old  Angus  Ballroom 

The  meeting  and  workshops  will  be  open 
to  the  public.  Any  member  of  the  public 
planning  to  attend  or  wishing  to  obtain 
additional  information  should  contact, 
Harold  Coughlin,  Effluent  Guidelines  Di¬ 
vision,  EPA,  at  202-426-2560.  Any 


changes  in  the  above  workshop  schedule 
will  be  announced  at  the  Committee 
meeting. 

2.  Written  statements. — Section  515 
(b)  (3)  of  the  Act  provides  that  scientific 
and  technical  information  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee’s  possession,  including  that  which 
is  presented  at  public  hearings,  is  to  be 
transmitted  by  the  Committee  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  and  “shall  constitute  a  part 
of  the  administrative  record  and  com¬ 
ments  on  any  proposed  regulations  or 
standards  as  information  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  with  other  comments  in  information 
in  making  any  final  determinations.” 
Public  hearings  have  previously  been 
held  by  the  Committee  on  April  19  and 
30,  1973.  Transcripts  of  these  hearings 
will  be  included  within  the  administra¬ 
tive  record.  Minutes  of  committee  meet¬ 
ings,  including  m formal  subgroup  work¬ 
shop  sessions,  will  also  continue  to  be 
prepared  and  mcluded  In  the  record: 
however,  verbatim  transcripts  of  discus¬ 
sions  at  such  meetings  and  workshops 
have  not  been  prepared. 

Parties  desiring  to  submit  scientific  and 
technical  Informaton  to  the  CTommittee, 
and  included  in  the  administrative  rec¬ 
ord,  should  submit  such  information  in 
writing  to  the  Committee,  rather  than 
rely  upon  minutes  of  Committee  meetings 
or  informal  workshops  for  the  trans¬ 
mission  of  such  information.  (The  Com¬ 
mittee,  of  coiuse,  does  not  view  this  as 
the  sole  means  of  inclusion  of  public 
comments  in  the  administrative  record. 
See,  e.g..  Administrative  Procedure  Act, 

5  U.S.C.  553  and  706.) ' 

The  Committee  encourages  submission 
of  scientific  and  technical  information 
as  soon  as  possible  so  that  the  Committee 
may  carry  out  Its  responsibilities  within 
the  short  time  available  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  secton  515.  Written  statements 
or  comments  may  be  transmitted  to  the 
Committee  at  any  meeting  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  or  by  mail  to:  Dr.  Martha  Sager, 
Chairman,  Effluent  Standards  and  Water 
Quality  Information  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee,  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
room  913,  East  Tower,  Waterside  Mall, 
Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

Robert  L.  Sansom, 
Assistant  Administrator 
for  Air  and  Water  Programs. 

May  16, 1973. 

IFR  Doc.73-10060  Filed  6-17-73; 8: 46  am] 

FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[Dockets  Nos  18128  and  18684;  FCC  73-602] 

AMERICAN  TELEPHONE  &  TELEGRAPH 
CO. 

Setting  Oral  Argument  Before  the 
Commission  En  Banc 
Memorandum  Opinion  and  Orders 

In  the  matter  of  American  Telephone 

6  Telegraph  Co.,  Long  Lines  Depart¬ 
ment,  revisions  of  Tariff  P.C.C.  No,  260 
Private  Line  Services,  Series  5000 
(TELPAK) :  revision  of  American  Tele¬ 
phone  &  Telegraph  Co.,  Tariff  F.C.C.  Na 
260  Series  6000  and  7000  Channels  (Pro¬ 
gram  Transmission  Services) . 
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1.  We  have  under  consideration  appli¬ 
cation  No.  903  filed  by  the  American  Tel¬ 
ephone  &  Telegri^h  Co,  (A.T.  &  T.)  on 
October  16,  1972,  ajimllcable  to  television 
program  transmission  private  line  serv¬ 
ices  and  the  written  material  submitted 
by  A.T.  &  T.  in  support  of  its  applica¬ 
tion.  Attachment  1,  hereof  sets  forth  the 
specific  changes  proposed  by  A.T.  &  T.  We 
also  have  under  consideration  the  written 
comments  and  pleadings  of  Interested 
parties  in  opposition  to  and  in  support 
of  such  application. 

2.  We  have  given  careful  consideration 
to  the  contentions  and-  views  of  all 
parties  in  this  matter  and  it  is  our  opin¬ 
ion  that  a  grant  of  the  application  in  its 
entirety  as  proposed  by  A.T.  &  T,  would 
result  in  imdue  delay  and  disruption  in 
the  resolution  of  the  issues  in  docket 
18684  of  the  consolidated  proceeding 
herein.  The  filing  of  all  of  the  tariff  revi¬ 
sions  as  requested  by  A.T.  &  T.  would 
raise  questions  of  lawfulness  that  are 
essentially  the  same  as  the  issues  herein 
in  docket  18684.  A.T.  &  T.'s  basic  justifi¬ 
cation  for  the  pressed  rate  changes  is 
grounded  upon  facts  and  conclusions 
which  it  has  recenUy  asked  us  to  make 
herein  in  its  March  12,  1973,  “Proposed 
Findings  of  Fact  and  Conclusions  of  Bell 
System  Respondents”  (pages  292-354). 
However,  these  proposed  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  A.T.  b  T.  are  vigor¬ 
ously  disputed  as  being  contrary  to  the 
evidence  of  record  by  other  parties.  (See, 
e.g..  Proposed  Findings  and  Conclusions 
of  Hughes  Sports  Network,  Inc.)  Under 
these  circumstances  we  conclude  that  we 
should  not  permit  the  filing  of  the  rates 
and  rate  structure  sis  proposed  by 
A  T.  &  T. 

3.  Although  we  are  unable  to  grant 
A.T.  &  T.’s  application  in  the  form  sub¬ 
mitted  by  it,  we  are  of  the  view  that  we 
should  not  defer  action  on  the  merits 
of  such  proposal  for  the  Indefinite  period 
required  to  reach  final  resolution  of  the 
complex  rate  level  issues  Involved  in  the 
consolidated  proceeding  herein  in  docket 
18128.  We  believe  that  there  may  be 
justification  for  some  internal  rate 
structure  adjustments  in  A.T.  fc^T.’s  TV 
program  transmission  services  “pending 
such  rate  level  decisions.  We  believe  that 
the  principal  issues  raised  by  A.T.  &  T.’s 
application  relate  to  whether  and  to  what 
extent  there  is,  or  should  be,  separate, 
dedicated  facilities  for  occasional  and 
monthly  contract  users  and  what  the  re¬ 
lationships  should  be  between  the  charges 
for  the  two  subclasses  of  service.  As  to 
these  Issues,  we  believe  that  such  internal 
rate  structure  questions  in  docket  18684 
can  and  should  be  treated  on  a  priority 
basis  and  decided  by  the  Commission  in 
the  relatively  near  future. 

4.  Accordingly,  we  shall  modify  the  pro¬ 
cedures  herein  insofar  as  these  Issues  are 
concerned  and.  in  lieu  of  a  recommended 
decision  by  the  Chief,  Common  Carrier 
Bureau,  we  shall  schedule  oral  argument 
en  banc  on  these  questions  and  render 
our  decision  thereon.  In  our  later  deci¬ 
sion  In  docket  18128,  we  will  determine 
the  appropriate  overall  revenue  require¬ 
ments  and  rate  levels  necessary  to  meet 
such  requirements  for  the  principal 


classes  of  service,  including  the  ’TV  pro¬ 
gram  transmission  service. 

5.  For  proposes  of  the  modified  proce- 
.dures  herein  we  shall,  of  course,  consider 
all  probative,  reliable,  and  substantial 
evidence  of  record  herein  relevant  to  the 
rate  structure  issues  and  the  proposed 
findings  and  conclusions  thereon  and  re¬ 
plies  thereto.  In  addition,  we  shall  also 
take  official  notice  of  A.T.  &  T.’s  appli¬ 
cation  No.  903  and  all  of  the  written  data 
and  information  submitted  by  A.T.  &  T. 
in  support  thereof,  together  with  all  of 
the  written  comments  thereon  heretofore 
submitted  by  all  persons  opposing  or  sup¬ 
porting  A.  T.  &  T.’s  application.  It  is  our 
intention  and  expectation  to  issue  our 
final  decision  on  these  issues  within  4 
months  from  the  release  date  of  this 
memorandum  opinion  and  order. 

6.  We  believe  that,  pending  our  deci¬ 
sion  after  oral  argument  we  should  exer¬ 
cise  our  discretion  and  permit  A.T.  b  T. 
to  file  and  make  effective  (upon  appro¬ 
priate  notice  to  its  customers)  the  pro¬ 
posed  monthly  contract  rates  set  forth  in 
attachment  1.  These  charges  will  effec¬ 
tuate  an  estimated  reduction  in  charges 
of  about  $18  million  a  year  to  the  users 
and  will  reduce  A.T.  &  T.’s  monthly  con¬ 
tract  rates  to  a  level  that  A.T.  &  T,  claims 
is  cost  justified  while  at  the  same  time  en¬ 
abling  A.T.  &  T.  to  compete  with  other 
carriers  offering  similar  service  at  rates 
generally  lower  than  the  contract  rates 
proposed  by  A.T.  &  T.  We  stress  that,  in 
allowing  these  contract  rates  to  be  filed 
and  to  become  effective  pending  om  de¬ 
cision,  we  are  not  approving  or  disap¬ 
proving  such  rates  and  they  will  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  accounting  requirement  and  pos¬ 
sible  refunds  to  the  extent  that  they  may 
cause  any  increases  in  charges  to  custom¬ 
ers  vis-a-vis  either  the  presently  effec¬ 
tive  rates  or  the  pre-October  1969  rates.* 
With  respect,  however,  to  the  proposed 
revisions  in  occasional  rates,  we  conclude 
that  we  should  not  allow  the  proposed 
revisions  to  be  filed  in  these  rat^  pend¬ 
ing  our  decision  on  the  rate  structure 
issues  in  docket  18684.  Unlike  the 
monthly  contract  rates,  the  occasional 
rate  proposals  involve  increases  that  are 
substantial,  both  m  the  aggregate  and  as 
to  individual  customers:  if  filed,  questions 
would  be  raised  as  to  the  lawfulness 
thereof,  particularly  with  respect  to  our 
decision  in  Hughes  Sports  Network, 
Inc.;  *  and,  in  view  of  the  magnitude  of 
the  increases  as  to  individual  customers, 
it  is  questionable  whether  an  accoimting 
order  with  provision  for  possible  refunds, 
would  be  an  adequate  safeguard  of  the 
rights  of  occasional  users  if  we  should 
later  find  the  occasional  rates  to  be  un¬ 
lawfully  high.  However,  in  view  of  the 
Inequities  that  may  arise  from  any  undue 
delay  in  the  resolution  of  this  matter,  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that,  if  we  have  not 
issued  our  decision  on  the  rate  structure 
Issues  withm  120  days  from  the  release 
date  of  this  memormidum  opinion  and 


'  See  memorandum  opinion  and  order  In 
docket  18684,  PCC  69-1038,  released  Oot.  6, 
1969. 

*25  PCC  2d  650  (1970);  34  FCC  2d  691 
(1972), 


order,  we  should  allow  A.T.  &  T.  to  file 
revis^  tariffs  publishing  the  occasional 
rates  set  forth  in  attachment  1,  on  the 
usual  60  days’  notice  required  by  our 
rules. 

7.  We  find  that  due  and  timely  execu¬ 
tion  of  our  fimctions  imperatively  and 
unavoidably  requires  the  modified  proce¬ 
dures  we  are  adopting  herein. 

8.  Accordingly,  in  view  of  the  forego¬ 
ing,  It  is  ordered.  Pursuant  to  sections 
4(1),  4(j).  201-208  and  403  of  the  act. 
that  oral  argument  shall  be  held  before 
the  Commission  en  banc  at  Washington, 
D.C..  commencing  at  9  a.m.,  on  Jime  26, 
1973,  on  the  questions  of  whether  and  to 
what  extent  the  program  transmission 
facilities  offered  under  A.T.  &  T.’s  tariffs 
are  or  should  be  dedicated  to  “contract” 
and  “occasional”  users;  whether  and  to 
what  extent  such  facilities  are  or  should 
be  used  Interchangeably  by  “contract” 
and  “occasional”  users;  and,  in  the  light 
of  the  findings  of  facts  on  these  Issues, 
whether  there  should  be  any  revisions  in 
the  relationships  between  the  “occa¬ 
sional”  and  “contract”  rates  and,  if  so, 
what  revisions  should  be  required  or  per¬ 
mitted  by  the  Commission. 

9.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  each  per¬ 
son  desiring  to  participate  in  such  argu¬ 
ment  shall  file  with  the  Commission  on 
or  before  Jime  5.  1973,  its  brief  on  the 
issues  and  a  separate  written  smnmary 
of  the  oral  argument  and  the  amoimt  of 
time  requested  for  argument. 

10.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  official 
notice  will  be  taken  of  A.T.  &  T.’s  applica¬ 
tion  903  and  the  written  material  sub¬ 
mitted  by  it  in  support  thereof  and  of  all 
of  the  written  comments  and  pleadings 
of  all  perscwis  heretofore  submitting  writ¬ 
ten  comments  in  opposition  or  in  support 
of  such  application. 

11.  It  is  further  ordered.  ’That  A.T.  b  T. 
is  hereby  granted  permission  to  file 
forthwith  the  monthly  contract  charges 
set  forth  in  attachment  1,  effective  on 
30  days’  notice  to  the  Commission  and 
the  public  (including  actual  notice  to  all 
customers  where  increases  are  involved) 
and  such  monthly  contract  charges  shall 
be  subject  (a)  to  accoimting  and  possi¬ 
ble  refimds  insofar  as  they  effectuate 
increases  to  any  customer  over  either  the 
present  or  the  pre-October  1969  charges 
and  (b)  to  such  modifications  and  revi¬ 
sions  as  we  may  permit  or  require  in  our 
decision  on  the  issues  herein. 

12.  It  is  further  ordered.  ITiat,  if  we 
have  not  released  our  decision  following 
oral  argument  within  120  days  from  the 
release  date  of  this  memorandum  opin¬ 
ion  and  order,  A.T.  &  T.,  upon  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  such  120-day  period,  may 
file,  on  60  days’  notice,  tariffs  publish¬ 
ing  the  occasional  rates  set  forth  in 
attachment  1,  hereof. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,* 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 


*C7halrman  Burch  absent;  Commissioner 
Johnson  concurring  In  part  and  issuing  a 
statement  which  is  filed  as  part  of  the 
original  'document;  Commissioner  Beld 
concurring. 
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Attachment  1 

TELEVISION  8BRYICK 

Rate  Comparison 


Present  Proposed 
rates  rates 


Monthly: 

Interexchange  channel— per  mile: 

hours . 

1st  hour .  $12. 10  . 

( 'onseoutive  hours — per  hour _  4. 40  , 

Nonconsecutive  hours— per  hour.  6.60  . 

Station  connection— per  connec-  - 
tion: 

24  hours . 

1st  hour .  680. 00 

Con-secutive  hours — per  hour...  147. 00  , 

N  onconsecoti  ve  hours — ^per  hour.  236. 00 
Local  and  studio-to-transmitter 
channels — per  channel: 

Month _ 


$66.00 


1st  month _ 

Consecutive 
month.  ... 
Occasional: 


months — per 


1,225.00 

725.00 


1,500.00 


1,000.00 


Interchange  chaniel — ^per  mile: 

Per  hour . . . 

7  a.m.  to  1  a.m . . - 

1  a.m.  to  7  a.m . . - 

Station  connection— per  connec¬ 
tion: 

.55  . 
.28  . 

1.00 

80.00 

26.26  . 

1  a.m.  to  7  a.m _ 

Local  channel— per  channel: 

13. 16  . 

600.00 

1st  day. . . . 

Consecutive  day — per  day.... . 

410.00  . 
110.00  . 
1,225.00 

1,000.00 

Monitoring: 

8.00 

8.00 

Exceeding  SO  minutes— per 

16.00 

15.00 

Switches: 

Per  switch — . . . 

One  half  switch... . . - 

6.00 

A60 

9.00 

4.60 

[FR  Doc.73-9837  Filed  5-17-73;8:45  amj 


[PCC  73-6001 

DOMESTIC  PUBLIC  POINT  TO  POINT 
MICROWAVE  RADIO  SERVICE 

Special  Requirements  for  CATV  Systems 

In  regard  Commission  policies  con¬ 
cerning  service  to  CATV  systems  by  com¬ 
mon  carriers  licensed  In  the  Domestic 
Public  Point-to-Point  Microwave  Radio 
Service. 

1.  The  Commission  has  under  consid¬ 
eration  special  requirements  in  the  Do¬ 
mestic  Public  Point-to-Point  Microwave 
Radio  Service  concerning  service  to 
CATV  systems.  These  requirements, 
which  are  the  result  of  policy  determi¬ 
nations,  are  in  the  form  of  limitations 
on  the  microwave  authorizations  and  dif¬ 
ferent  public  notice  practices. 

2.  All  common  carrier  microwave  au¬ 
thorizations  involving  service  to  CATV 
systems  are  currently  made  subject  to 
the  following  condition:  This  authoriza¬ 
tion  is  limited  to  the  transmission  of 
video  and  the  associated  audio  signals 
(imless  otherwise  conditioned) .  Delivery 
to  subscribers  is  authorized  only  at  points 
designated  as  drop.^ 

Also,  the  public  notices  of  applications 
for  such  authorizations  contain  infor¬ 
mation  (identtfring  the  signals  to  be 
relayed  and  the  CATV  systems  to  be 
served)  in  addition  to  that  published  for 
other  applications.  Any  change  in  this 
Information  diu-ing  the  pendency  of  an 
application  results,  of  course,  in  a  major 


>  See  Public  Notice,  Report  No.  2521, 
May  11,  1967. 


amendment  which  must  also  be  placed 
on  public  notice. 

3.  These  requirements  were  useful 
when  the  Commission  was  imposing 
some  regulatory  restraint  on  the  Impor¬ 
tation  of  distant  signals  for  CATV  sys¬ 
tems  through  its  radio  licensing  author¬ 
ity.  (See  Carter  Mountain  Corp.,  32  PCC 
459,  321  P.  2d  359,  1963.)  However,  since 
the  Commission  now  requires  all  CATV 
systems  to  file  applications  (which  ap¬ 
pear  on  public  notice)  and  be  authorize 
to  carry  all  broadcast  television  signals, 
these  microw'ave  requirements  appear  to 
serve  no  useful  purpose.  Moreover,  the 
“video  only”  limitation  does  not  appear 
entirely  consistent  with  our  specialized 
common  carrier  decision  in  docket  No. 
18920  (29  PCC  2d  870).  Therefore,  the 
above  noted  requirements  will  be  termi¬ 
nated.  Henceforth,  there  will  be  no  spe¬ 
cial  distinction  in  the  public  notice  or 
authorization  for  common  carrier  micro- 
wave  facilities  involving  service  to  CATV 
systems. 

4.  However,  carriers  are  reminded  that 
these  changes  in  no  way  affect  the  appli¬ 
cability  of  section  214  of  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Act.  Service  to  new  points  (other 
than  those  points  of  communication 
specified  on  the  radio  authorization) 
may  require  certification  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  214  even  though  no 
additional  radio  facilities  are  required. 
Also,  if  additional  circuits  are  to  be 
multiplexed  on  a  microwave  channel 
originally  authorized  only  for  television 
transmission,  prior  authorization  must 
be  obtained  pursuant  to  section  214  as 
appUcable.* 

5.  In  view  of  the  foregoing.  It  is  or~ 
dered.  That  the  condition  on  all  out¬ 
standing  microwave  authorizations,  as 
described  in  paragraph  2  above,  is  de¬ 
clared  null  and  void. 

Adopted  May  9,  1973. 

Released  May  14,  1973. 

Pederal  Communications 
Commission,* 

[seal]  Ben  P.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.73-9923  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  amJ 


[Dockets  Nos.  18906  and  18907;  FCC  73-477] 

FURNITURE  CITY  TELEVISION  CO.,  INC. 

AND  SOUTHERN  BROADCASTING  CO. 

Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
Amending  Issues 

In  regard  applications  of  Southern 
Broadcasting  Co.  (WGHP-TV),  High 
Point,  N.C.;  file  No.  BRCT-574.  for  re¬ 
newal  of  broadcast  license;  Pumiture 
Chty  Television  Co.,  Inc.,  High  Point, 
N.C.,  file  No.  BPC^-4302,  for  construc¬ 
tion  permit  for  new  television  broadcast 
station. 

1.  By  order.  PCC  70-706,  35  PR  11277, 
published  July  14,  1970,  the  Commission 
designated  the  above-captioned  mutually 


*  Where  such  circuits  are  currently  au¬ 
thorized  on  the  face  of  the  license,  no  further 
authorization  under  section  214  will  be  re¬ 
quired  for  their  continued  operation. 

» Chairman  Burch  absent. 


exclusive  applications  for  hearing  on  a 
standard  comparative  issue.  Thereafter, 
in  a  memorandum  opinion  and  order,  26 
PCC  2d  998,  20  RR  2d  689,  released  No¬ 
vember  17,  1970,  the  Review  Board  added 
a  promise  versus  performance  issue 
against  Southern  Broadcasting  Co. 
(Southern) ,  licensee  of  television  Station 
WGHP-TV  in  High  Point.  N.C.*  The 
Commission  redesignated  the  applica¬ 
tions  for  hearing  by  order,  PCC  72-147, 
37  PR  4304,  released  Pebruary  24,  1972. 
At  the  hearing.  Southern  submitted  about 
50  exhibits  pursuant  to  the  promise  ver¬ 
sus  performance  issue,  and  these  exhibits 
were  received  in  evidence  (Tr.  3998  and 
4000).  Contending  that  the  exhibits  con¬ 
tained  erroneous  information  concern¬ 
ing  the  amount  of  Southern’s  local  live 
public  interest  programing,  Pumiture 
City  Television  Co.,  Inc.  (Purnlture  City) 
pietitloned  the  Review  Board  for  the  ad¬ 
dition  of  an  issue  to  determine  whether 
Southern  deliberately  misrepresented  the 
facts  pertaining  to  its  program  per¬ 
formance  at  Station  WGHP-TV.  In  par¬ 
tial  support  of  its  request  for  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  issues,  Pumiture  City  attached 
to  its  petition  a  copy  of  page  22  of 
Southern’s  Exhibit  No.  102  which  is  as 
follows: 


Week  of  April  4-10, 1965 

Proposed  local  live  hours _ *33:10 

Actual  local  live  hours _  32:07 


Category 

Proposed  Actual  hours 

hours 

Religious . . . . 

8:20 

6:20 

Agricultural _ ...... 

7:40 

4:36 

Educational _ 

.j  8:30 

9:00 

News _ _ _ 

9:30 

8:47 

Discussion . . 

4:26 

17:40 

Talk . 

8:00 

14:29 

Total . 

43:26 

60:51 

In  addition  to  the  above,  exhibit  No. 
102  contains  other  tables  setting  forth 
the  same  type  of  weekly  statistical  in¬ 
formation  concerning  WOHP-TV’s  pro¬ 
graming  for  the  rest  of  the  year  1965. 
Tables  with  the  same  statistical  informa¬ 
tion  were  also  included  for  each  month  of 
that  year.  The  proposed  hours  and  actual 
hours  for  each  of  the  six  program  cate¬ 
gories  specifically  mentioned  above,  and 
also  for  each  of  the  weekly  and  monthly 
tables.  Included  network  and  recorded  as 
well  as  live  programing.  Southern 
claimed  a  total  of  1,544  hours  and  34 
minutes  for  the  year  1965  for  “Actual 
Local  Live  Hours”  in  its  exhibit  No.  102. 

2.  Concluding  that  the  allegations  of 
Pumiture  City’s  petition,  insofar  as  they 
related  to  Southern’s  representations 


^Tbe  issue  reads  as  follows:  To  determine 
whether  Southern  Broadcasting  Co.  failed  to 
carry  out  representations  made  In  docket 
No.  13072  as  to  programing,  staffing,  studios 
and  equipment  In  operation  of  WGHP-TV, 
High  Point,  N.C.,  end  if  »o,  the  effect  of  such 
conduct  on  the  requisite  and  comparative 
qualifications  of  Southern  Broadcasting  Oo. 
to  be  a  Commission  licensee. 

*Wlth  respect  to  the  figures  set  forth  In 
this  manner,  the  figure  to  the  left  of  the 
colon  represents  hours,  and  the  one  to  the 
right  of  the  colon,  minutes. 
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concerning  Its  local  live  public  service 
programing,  had  merit,  the  Review 
Board  on  January  2, 1973  *  added  the  fol> 
lowing  issue:  * 

To  determine  whether  Southern  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.  (WQHP-TV)  misrepresented  to 
the  Commission  material  matters  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Its  programing  exhibits  and.  If  so, 
whether  such  conduct  reflects  on  the  appli¬ 
cant's  basic  or  comparative  qualifications. 

In  adding  the  issue  it  stated: 

8.  The  Review  Board  Is  of  the  opinion  that 
Furnltiue  City  has  made  sufficient  allegations 
of  fact  concerning  Southern’s  program  ex¬ 
hibits  to  warrant  father  exploration  at  the 
hearing  under  a  separate  Issue.  It  appetms 
from  Furniture  City’s  allegations  that  South¬ 
ern  may  have  Inflated  its  live  local  public 
Interest  programing  figures  In  Its  exhibits. 
According  to  Furniture  City’s  figures.  South¬ 
ern’s  logs  for  1965  reveal  1167.56  minutes  of 
local  live  public  service  programing,  while 
Southern’s  exhibit  reveals  1544:34  minutes. 
This  disparity  of  376:88  minutes  raises  a  seri¬ 
ous  question  of  whether  Southern  misrepre¬ 
sented  its  live  public  service  programing  to 
put  itself  In  a  more  favorable  position  for 
securing  a  renewal.  While  we  have  some 
reservations  about  how  Furniture  City  ar¬ 
rived  at  these  figures,  we  are  still  persuaded 
to  add  the  Issue  because  we  do  not  find 
Southern’s  opposition  pleading  to  be  respon¬ 
sive  and  enlightening  with  respect  to  the 
specific  allegations  raised  by  Furniture 
City.  .  ,  . 

3.  Southern  now  seeks  review  of  the  Re¬ 
view  Board’s  addition  of  the  misrepre¬ 
sentation  Issue.'  Since  its  application  for 
review  was  required  imder  section  1.115 
(e)  (1)  of  the  Commission’s  Rules  to  be 
filed  by  January  9, 1973,  but  was  not  filed 
until  January  16,  1973,  Southern  also  re¬ 
quests  that  its  late  filed  pleading  be 
accepted.  In  its  motion  for  such  relief. 
Southern  asserts  that  the  issue  in  ques¬ 
tion  relates  to  material  contained  in  the 
logs  for  one  full  year  of  a  television 
broadcast  station,  several  exhibits  al¬ 
ready  received  in  evidence  which  were 
based  on  the  same  year’s  logs,  and  tran¬ 
scripts  of  a  hearing  presently  in  progress; 
and  that  a  thorough  review  of  this  mate¬ 
rial  was  necessary,  in  order  to  prepare 
properly  the  subject  application  for  re¬ 
view.  Southern  further  notes  that  its 
principal  counsel  was  out  of  the  coimtry 
until  January  9,  1973,  and  that  the  in¬ 
dividual  who  had  prepared  the  exhibits 
in  question  was  out  of  town  and  did  not 
receive  a  copy  of  the  Review  Board’s  Or¬ 
der  until  January  8,  1973.  We  find  that 
good  cause  has  been  shown  for  the  late 
filing,  and  we  conclude  that  the  applica¬ 
tion  for  review  should  be  accept^  and 
considered  on  the  merits. 

4.  In  its  application  for  review.  South¬ 
ern  asserts  that  Purnitiu’e  City  incor¬ 
rectly  interpreted  Southern’s  statement 


>  Memorandum  opinion  and  order,  38  FCC 
2d  935,  adopted  December  27,  1972;  released 
January  2, 1973  (38  FR  1229) . 

*Tbe  Review  Board  refused  to  add  other 
Issues  requested  by  Furniture  City. 

‘Application  for  partial  review  of  order 
enlarging  Issues,  filed  January  16,  1973,  and 
accompanied  by  a  motion  to  accept  late  fil¬ 
ing.  Also  before  the  Commission  are:  Broad¬ 
cast  Bxueau's  opposition,  filed  January  24, 
1973;  Furniture  City’s  opposition,  filed  Janu¬ 
ary  26,  1973;  and  Southern’s  reply  to  opposi¬ 
tions,  filed  February  2,  1973. 


of  actual  live  hours  to  apply  only  to  the 
public  service  category  whereas  it  had 
made  no  such  representation.  In  fact. 
Southern  states,  the  figure  recited  in  that 
portion  of  its  exhibit  which  Furniture 
City  cited  in  the  petition  for  enlarge¬ 
ment  of  issues  (32:07)  is  Southern’s  cal¬ 
culation  of  the  total  local  live  program¬ 
ing  (not  local  live  public  service  pro¬ 
graming)  broadcast  during  that  partic¬ 
ular  week,  including  public  affairs,  news, 
sports,  and  entertainment.  Southern  fur¬ 
ther  contends  that  the  figure  is  presented 
as  a  comparison  with  the  figure  of  33:10 
of  local  live  programing  (which  also  in¬ 
cluded  public  affairs,  news,  sports,  and 
entertainment)  which  was  proposed  in 
the  application  for  the  license  received 
in  1963.  Southern  urges  that  the  Review 
Board  added  the  misrepresentation  issue 
by  reason  of  its  erroneous  belief  that 
Southern’s  figrures  regarding  local  live 
programing  were  limited  to  its  public 
service  programing,  and  that  the  Review 
Board’s  decision  should  therefore  be 
reversed. 

5.  Although  the  Broadcast  Bureau  op¬ 
posed  the  request  for  enlargement  of 
issues  before  the  Review  Board,  it  now 
opposes  Southern’s  application  for  partial 
review  of  the  order  enlarging  issues,  cit¬ 
ing  Home  Service  Broadcasting  C?orp.,  25 
PCC  2d  759  (1970) .  Furniture  City  in  its 
opposition  contends  that  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  question  to  be  explored  under  the 
promise  versus  performance  issue  in¬ 
volves  the  licensee’s  commitments  in 
regard  to  local  live  programing  in  the 
categories  of  agriculture,  education,  dis¬ 
cussion  and  talk  programs,  that  there¬ 
fore  inclusion  of  entertainment  programs 
in  the  “actual  local  live  hours”  is  not 
responsive  to  the  said  issue,  and  that 
Southern’s  failure  to  disclose  that  enter¬ 
tainment  programing  was  included  in  the 
total  constituted  a  misrepresentation. 
Fumitiu’e  City  suggests  that  Southern’s 
exhibits  could  have  led  the  trial  Judge 
to  believe  that  the  “total”  referred  only 
to  public  service  programs  because  con¬ 
tiguous  thereto  Southern  listed  “the 
actual  horn’s  of  broadcasting  (local,  net¬ 
work,  and  recorded)  in  each  of  the  public 
service  categories  in  its  exhibits.” 

6.  In  its  reply.  Southern  asserts  that 
the  phrase  “local  live  hours”  was  used  to 
characterize  the  total  figure  including 
entertainment,  without  expressly  so  in¬ 
dicating,  not  only  by  Southern  in  its 
exhibits  but  also  by  the  Review  Board 
in  its  memorandum  opinion  and  order 
adding  the  promise  versus  performance 
issue.*  Southern  also  notes  that  in  a  table 
contained  in  tffat  portion  of  the  initial 
decision  released  March  10,  1961  *  quoted 
by  Furniture  City  in  its  opposition  (at¬ 
tachment  C),  the  only  breakdown  of 
“live”  programing  is  “live  Commercial” 
and  “Live  Sustaining,”  and  there  is  no 
category  for  “local  live  entertainment”; 
that  of  the  weekly  118:05  proposed 
broadcast  hours.  Southern’s  proposed 


*  26  FCC  2d  at  pp.  1001  and  1003,  footnotes 
3  and  5. 

‘33  Fix;  497  at  589.  This  relates  to  the 
original  comparative  proceeding  In  Docket 
No.  13072. 


programing  was  shown  as  11.22  percent 
live  Commercial  and  16.87  percent  Live 
Sustaining  or  a  total  of  28.09  percent 
live  programing;  and  that  consequently 
the  table  discloses  as  proposed  weekly 
local  live  programing  33  hours  and  10 
minutes  which  is  the  figure  set  forth  in 
its  exhibit  102.  In  further  refutation  of 
Furniture  City’s  'contention  that  the 
figures  submitted  were  misleading. 
Southern  quotes  from  the  transcript  of 
the  hearing  for  December  7,  1971  (3051- 
3052)  in  which  its  Mr.  Lombardo  said 
with  reference  to  Southern  Exhibit  102, 
page  46  (covering  the  period  Septem¬ 
ber  1-September  28,  1965) ,  that  the  local 
live  hours  are  totaled  “from  all  pro¬ 
graming  that  was  local  live  in  nature.” 
Also  with  regard  to  Furniture  City’s  con¬ 
tention  that  the  total  local  live  program¬ 
ing  proposed  was  37  hours  15  minutes. 
Southern  responds  that  Furniture  City 
incorrectly  showed  as  local  live  program¬ 
ing  3  hours  and  50  minutes  which  were 
actually  Wire  Commercial  or  Wire  Sus¬ 
taining;  that  Furniture  City  also  incor¬ 
rectly  claimed  that  Southern  proposed 
to  broadcast  a  15  minutes  local  live  sports 
program  6  days  a  week  instead  of  five; 
and  that  when  these  figures  (totaling  4 
hours  and  5  minutes)  are  subtracted 
from  37  hoxirs  and  15  minutes,  the  cor¬ 
rect  total,  as  claimed  in  Southern’s  ex¬ 
hibit,  is  33  homs  and  10  minutes. 

7.  In  reaching  the  determination  to 
enlarge  the  issues  in  this  proceeding  by 
the  addition  of  a  misrepresentation  is¬ 
sue,  the  Review  Board  relied  on  its 
interpretation  of  Southern’s  Exhibit  102 
as  indicating  that  Southern  claimed 
1544:34  hours  of  public  service  program¬ 
ing  (religious,  a^cultural,  educational, 
news,  discussion,  and  talk)  in  1965.  Since 
Southern’s  logs  revealed  only  1167:56 
hours  of  local  live  public  service  pro¬ 
graming,  the  Board  concluded  that  a 
discrepancy  existed  which  required  ex¬ 
ploration  at  the  hearing.  This  may  have 
been  a  reasonable  “first  glance”  inter¬ 
pretation  because  Southern’s  method  of 
charting  the  hours  in  this  exhibit  was  to 
show  the  totals  of  proposed  and  actual 
local  live  hours  (which  included  enter¬ 
tainment  programing)  and  then  below 
to  show  by  category,  the  proposed  and 
actual  hours  of  all  public  service  pro¬ 
graming  (but  not  entertainment) .  How¬ 
ever,  we  are  not  concerned  here  with 
whether  the  exhibit  was  lacking  in 
clarity  or  could  have  been  more  artfully 
drawn;  or  even  whether,  as  Furniture 
dty  claims,  the  exhibit  was  not  fully 
responsive  to  the  promise  versus  per¬ 
formance  issue.  The  dispositive  question 
here  is  whether  the  misrepresentation 
issue  resulted  solely  from  a  misunder¬ 
standing  of  the  true  facts  so  that  fiuther 
exploration  in  the  hearing  process  would 
serve  no  useful  purpose.  See  Home  Serv¬ 
ice  Broadcasting  Corp.,  et  al.,  25  FCC  2d 
759  at  760,  par.  6  (1970). 

8.  In  this  connection  we  note  first 
that  in  the  proceeding  which  ultimately 
resulted  in  a  grant  of  the  initial  license 
to  Southern’s  predecessor,  the  Hearing 
Examiner  concluded  that  the  applicant 
proposed  “substantial  time  for  live  pro¬ 
graming  In  the  categories  of  religion. 
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agriculture,  education,  news,  discussion, 
and  talks,  as  well  as  in  the  field  of  enter¬ 
tainment”  (33  PCXl  497,  651,  par.  136) ; 
and  that  the  Commission  found  that  the 
applicant  was  entitled  to  a  preference  for 
•‘greater  attention  to  local  live  program¬ 
ing  generally”  (33  PCC  at  480).  Since 
the  shoahig  of  all  proptosed  local  live 
programing,  including  entertainment 
programing,  was  considered  to  be  signifi¬ 
cant  in  the  original  comparative  proceed¬ 
ing,  Southern’s  inclusion  of  entertain¬ 
ment  in  its  totals  of  proposed  and  actual 
local  live  hours  was  clearly  appropriate 
under  the  promise  versus  performance 
issue. 

9.  Moreover,  our  examination  of  the 
pleadings  and  the  record  fails  to  provide 
any  significant  support  for  the  assertion 
that  Southern  attempted  to  mislead  the 
Commission  into  believing  that  the  fig¬ 
ures  givoi  for  “Actual  Local  Live  Hours” 
represented  actual  local  live  public  serv¬ 
ice  programing.  The  exhibit  clearly  iden- 
tifi^  the  figures  as  “Actual  Local  live 
Hours”  and  neither  Furniture  City  nor 
the  Review  Board  refers  to  any  state¬ 
ment  by  Southern  which  may  reasonably 
be  construed  as  a  representation  that  en¬ 
tertainment  programing  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  or  which  indicates  an  intention 
to  deceive  the  Commission.  Furthermore, 
as  Southern  points  out,  the  figures  for 
“Actual  Local  Live  Hours”  were  sent  out 
for  the  purpose  of  comparison  with  the 
category  “Proposed  Local  Lives  Hours” 
which  Included  entertainment.  That  this 
latter  category  Included  local  live  en¬ 
tertainment  and  that  the  correct  figure 
for  such  programing  was  approximately 
33:10  weekly  as  claimed  by  Southern  are 
supported  by  the  record.  Not  only  did  the 
Hearing  Examiner  so  hold  in  the  orig¬ 
inal  proceeding  (see  paragraph  6,  supra) , 
but  the  Commission  in  making  the  grant 
to  Southern’s  predecessor  expressly 
stated  that  with  respect  to  “local 
live  programs  weekly”  this  applicant 
“proposes  33:10  hours.”  33  FCC  at  479, 
par.  26.*  Thus,  the  record  and  the  plead¬ 
ings  before  us  disclose  no  discrepancy 
between  Southern’s  Exhibit  No.  102 
which  reveals  a  total  of  1,544  hours  and 
34  minutes  of  all  local  live  programing 
(including  entertainment)  and  its  logs 
which  indicate  1,167  hours  and  56  min¬ 
utes  of  local  live  public  service  program¬ 
ing  (excluding  entertainment). 

10.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  in  Home 
Sendee  Broadcasting,  supra,  we  do  not 
propose  to  grant  review  of  an  interlocu¬ 
tory  order  of  the  Review  Board  which 
enlarges  the  issues  in  a  hearing  case  un¬ 
less  clear  error  was  made  as  to  the  under¬ 
lying  facts  or  other  exceptionally 
meritorious  circumstances  are  present.  In 
this  case  a  misrepresentation  i.ssued  w'as 
added  even  though  Southern  had  cor¬ 
rectly  labeled  the  figures  supplied  in 
its  exhibit  No.  102  as  representing  the 
amount  of  local  live  programing:  it  at 


*  As  demonstrated  by  Southern  In  Its  reply 
pleading  (see  paragraph  6,  supra).  Furniture 
City’s  contention  that  37  hours  and  15  min¬ 
utes  of  local  live  programing  weekly  had  been 
proposed  by  Southern’s  predecessor  was  bsised 
on  an  erroneous  characterization  of  certain 
programs  and  Is  manifestly  incorrect. 


no  time  claimed  that  the  figimes  repre¬ 
sented  local  live  public  service  program¬ 
ing;  and  no  valid  factual  allegations 
were  submitted  to,  or  relied  upon,  by  the 
Review  Board  to  indicate  an  intent  to 
mislead  or  deceive  the  Commission.  At 
most  there  appears  to  have  been  a  mis- 
tuiderstanding  of  the  representations 
made  by  Southern  in  Its  exhibit.  In  these 
circumstonces,  we  are  persuaded  that  no 
useful  purpose  would  be  served  by  a  hear¬ 
ing  on  this  issue  and  that  the  deletion 
of  the  issue  is  warranted. 

11.  Accordingly,  It  is  ordered.  That 
Southern’s  motion  to  accept  late  filing 
is  granted. 

12.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  ap¬ 
plication  for  review  filed  by  Southern  is 
granted;  and  that  the  issue  added  by 
the  Review  Board’s  memorandum  opin¬ 
ion  and  order  released  January  2,  1973, 
38.  FCC  2d  935,  942,  paragraph  15,  is 
hereby  deleted. 

Adopted  May  9.  1973. 

Released  May  15,  1973. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,* 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9922  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


[Docket  No.  19731;  FUe  No.  BP-18171:  FCC 
73-463] 

RADIO  CLINTON,  INC. 

Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order  Desig¬ 
nating  Application  for  Hearing  on  Stated 

Issues 

In  regard  application  of  Radio  Clinton, 
Inc.,  Cfiinton,  Mass.,  requests:  1530  kHz, 
1  kW  (500  W-CH) ,  day,  for  construction 
permit. 

1.  The  Commission  has  before  it  for 
consideration  (i)  the  above-captioned 
application;  (ii)  a  petition  to  deny  the 
application  filed  by  Nashua  Valley 
Broadcast,  Inc.,  licensee  of  WLMS, 
Leominister,  Mass.  (Nashua) ;  (iii) 
pleadings  in  opposition  and  reply;  (iv) 
a  supplement  filed  by  Nashua;  (v)  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  dismiss  filed  by  the  applicant; 
and  (vi)  further  pleadings  in  opposition 
and  reply. 

2.  Natshua’s  petition  to  deny  raises  sev¬ 
eral  questions  which  it  contends  warrant 
designation  of  this  application  for  hear¬ 
ing.  Although  the  proposed  facility  would 
not  be  located  in  the  same  community  as 
Nashua’s  WLMS  (Leominster  is  about  9 
miles  from  Clinton) ,  there  would  be  sub¬ 
stantial  overlap  of  Uie  service  areas  and 
Radio  Clinton  would  compete  with 
WLMS  for  audience  and  revenues.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  we  find  the  petitioner  has 
standing  within  the  meaning  of  section 
309 fd)  (1)  of  the  Communications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended,  and  §  1.580(i)  of  our 
rules.  FCC  v.  Sanders  Bros.  Radio  Sta¬ 
tion.  309  U.S.  470,  5  R.R.  2008  (1940). 

3.  Nashua  first  charges  that  grant  of 
the  Radio  Clinton  application  would  re¬ 
sult  in  concentration  of  control  of  the 
broadcast  media,  contravening  §  73.35(b) 


•  Chairman  Burch  absent;  Commissioner 
Johnson  concurring  In  the  result. 


of  our  rules.  Specifically,  it  states  that 
the  applicant’s  sole  stockholder,  Allan 
W.  Roberts,  also  controls  through  Cen¬ 
tral  Broadcasting  Corp.  (Central)  (of 
which  he  is  96.2  percent  stockholder), 
WARE  in  Ware,  Mass.,  and  WDEW, 
Westfield,  Mass;  and  that  Roberts  should 
be  charged  with  an  interest  in  stations 
WHIL-AM-FM,  Medford,  Mass.,  through 
his  association  with  Sherwood  J.  Tarlow 
and  Joseph  Kruger,  both  of  whom  hold 
ownership  interests  in  the  WHIL  sta¬ 
tions.’  Nashua  charges  that  the  recent 
sale  of  Tarlow’s  and  Kruger’s  interests 
in  WDEW  to  Central  (their  interests  to¬ 
taled  66%  percent  with  Roberts  holding 
the  remainder  individually),*  severing 
their  outright  business  association,  has 
not  broken  Roberts’  tie  to  WHIL-AM-FM 
since  he  will  remain  in  a  debtor-creditor 
relationship  as  to  his  former  associates 
and  because  of  their  “propensity  to  enter 
into  joint  business  ventures.”  Nashua 
points  out  that  Roberts,  Tarlow,  and 
Kruger  are  each  interested  in  Central 
Cablevision  Corp.,  a  Massachusetts  cor¬ 
poration  organized  for  CA’TV  operations. 
Nashua  also  charged  Roberts  with  those 
broadcast  interests  held  by  Edward  F. 
Perry,  Jr.,  former  optionee  of  Radio 
cninton  and  technical  director.  Those  in¬ 
terests  are  substantial  ownership  in 
WCIB-FM,  Falmouth,  Mass.,  in  Salem 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.  (applicant  for  a 
standard  facility  in  Salem,  N.H.),  and  a 
32  percent  option  in  Radio  Ridgefield. 
Inc.  (applicant  for  a  standard  facility  in 
Ridgefield,  Conn.).* 

4.  The  applicant  has  responded  by  re¬ 
jecting  the  petitioner’s  attachment  of 
the  Tarlow-Kruger  stations  to  Roberts 
and  by  noting  the  dissolution  of  the  joint 
control  which  previously  existed  for 
WDEW  by  the  sale  of  Tarlow’s  and 
Kruger’s  interests  to  Central  Broad¬ 
casting.  It  avers  that  Central  Cablevision 
Corp.,  “holds  no  franchises,  does  no  busi¬ 
ness,  has  no  pending  applications  and 
•  •  •  Is  inactive,  defimct  and  awaiting 
formal  dissolution.”  It  has  filed  a  docu¬ 
ment  evidencing  the  termination  of 
Perry’s  option.  It  states  that  the  peti¬ 
tioner  fails  to  allege  the  specific  facts 
required  to  raise  a  §  73.35(b)  issue  such 
as  the  number  of  people  served  and  the 
extent  of  other  competitive  service  to 
the  areas. 

5.  Nashua  replies  by  stating  that 

“allied  interests  already  control  three 
standard  broadcast  stations  •  •  *” 

whose  0.5  mV/m  contours  almost  sweep 
Massachusetts  from  border  to  border.  It 
submits  that  “the  concentration  is  suf¬ 
ficient  to  warrant  a  hearing,”  citing 
James  B.  Childress,  PCC  65-210,  4  RR. 
2d  764  (1965)  and  Bangor  Broadcasting 
Corp.,  33  FCC  2d  677,  23  R.R.  2d  711 
(1972). 


>  WHIL-FM  has  secured  a  change  of  call 
sign  and  is  now  designated  WWEL  (with 
ownership  unchanged). 

’  After  consummation  of  the  sale,  Roberts 
continued  to  hold  33  percent  individually 
with  the  balance  held  through  cfentral. 

*  Roberts  has  dismissed  another  of  his  ap¬ 
plications,  that  of  Webster  Broadcasting  Co., 
Inc.,  for  an  AM  facility  in  Webster,  Mass.,  and 
sold  his  controlling  interest  in  Salem  Broad¬ 
casting  Co.,  Inc. 
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6.  The  petitioner’s  concentration  argu¬ 
ment  has  been  undermined  by  two 
events:  The  sale  of  the  Tarlow-Kniger 
Interests  in  WDEW  to  Central,  and  the 
termination  of  Perry’s  option  in  the  ap¬ 
plicant.  Nashua’s  observations  regard¬ 
ing  the  debtor-creditor  relationship  ex¬ 
isting  between  Roberts  and  the  former 
WDEW  principals  for  the  purchase  price 
of  their  interests,  and  “their  propensity 
to  enter  into  Joint  business  ventures’’ 
clearly  fail  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  rule 
73.35(b).  Furthermore,  the  two  existing 
low-power  stations  controlled  by  Rob¬ 
erts  (WARE,  Ware  and  WDEW.  West- 
field,  Mass.)  are  nearly  30  miles  apart 
and  a  Clinton  facility  would  be  located 
more  than  30  miles  from  the  nearer  of 
these,  WARE.  No  service  area  overlap 
would  be  Involved,  and  each  area  re¬ 
ceives  substantial  competitive  service. 
Accordingly,  we  find  no  concentration 
of  control  issue  existing  as  to  Radio 
Clinton’s  application. 

7.  Next  we  tiuTX  to  the  claim  that 
Radio  Clinton  is  financially  unqualified 
to  construct  and  operate  the  proposed 
station,  a  claim  discussed  at  length  in 
WLMS’  assorted  pleadings.  In  order  to 
handle  the  numerous  exceptions  raised 
by  the  petitioner,  we  will  reduce  them  to 
three  allegations:  That  Central  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.,  licensee  of  stations  WARE, 
Ware,  Mass.,  and  WDEW,  Westfield, 
Mass.,  does  not  possess  sufficient  fimds 
to  cover  the  operation  of  its  two  exist¬ 
ing  stations,  pay  the  purchase  price  for 
WDETW,  and  loan  $100,000  to  Radio 
Clinton;  *  that  the  applicant  has  under¬ 
stated  the  amount  of  money  necessary 
to  construct  and  operate  the  proposed 
station  for  1  year;  and  that  the  applicant 
has  not  met  the  burden  of  demonstrat¬ 
ing  its  financial  ability  to  support  the 
continued  operation  of  the  station. 

8.  As  to  the  first  point,  Nashua  argues 
that  the  Commission  requires  renewal 
applicants  (WARE  in  this  case)  to  show 
sufficient  “quick  assets  to  meet  current 
liabilities’’  and  that,  consequently.  Cen¬ 
tral’s  assets  must  be  reduced  by  WARE 
liabilities  in  the  amount  of  $31,126.  It 
states  that  Central’s  assets  are  fimther 
depleted  by  the  acquisition  costs  for 
WDEW  through  the  first  year — $19,488 — 
as  well  as  the  gap  between  WDEW’s  quick 
assets  and  current  liabilities,  or  $24,770. 
These,  and  other  deductions  *  would 
leave  Central  with  only  $7,248  in  liquid 
assets  and  unable  to  show  the  where¬ 
withal  for  a  $100,000  loan.  Petitioner’s 
calculations  are  supported  by  its  corol¬ 
lary  argument  that  WDEW’s  1971  deficits 
and  WARE’S  limited  profitability  vitiate 
the  applicant’s  plan  to  cover  WARE  and 
WDETW  costs  with  Central’s  revenues, 
while  saving  Central’s  assets  intact  for 
its  loan  to  Radio  Clinton. 

9.  Although  the  petitioner’s  premise 


‘Radio  Clinton  also  relies  on  a  $100,000 
loan  commitment  from  the  Capitol  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.  of  Boston,  Mass. 

‘  Nashua  states  that  a  “minimally  reason¬ 
able  estimate”  for  the  legal  fees,  closing  costs, 
etc.,  that  must  be  charged  to  Central  for  Its 
acquisition  of  WDEW  would  be  $4,000. 


is  faulty,*  a  substantial  doubt  neverthe¬ 
less  remains  as  to  the  soundness  of  the 
applicant’s  financing  strategy.  As  dis¬ 
closed  in  exhibit  8  to  its  WDEW  transfer 
application,  WARE  had  a  positive  cash 
flow  in  excess  of  $50,000  in  1969  and 

1970,  a  figure  substantially  exceeded  in 

1971.  WARE’S  financial  position  may  be 
more  than  adequate  to  cover  WDEW’s 
acquisition  costs  of  $20,901  for  the  first 
year’  and  the  reduced  figure  of  $13,887 
for  each  year  thereafter.  However,  in 
view  of  WARE’S  position  as  the  keystone 
holding  this  plan  together,  and  consider¬ 
ing  the  deficits  reported  for  WDEW  in 
1971,  Radio  Clinton’s  financial  showing 
needs  further,  more  current  information. 

10.  For  the  second  prong  of  its  finan¬ 
cial  challenge,  Nashua  alleges  that  the 
applicant  has  underestimated  its  first- 
year  construction  and  operating  costs. 
It  states  that  the  cost  figure  for  the  ap¬ 
plicant’s  current  proposal  is  $3,000  less 
than  that  cited  in  1968,  despite  the  pres¬ 
sures  of  inflation.  Petitioner  also  points 
to  the  proposed  staff  of  nine  employees, 
projects  their  average  salaries,  and  con¬ 
cludes  that  stated  manpower  costs  are 
too  low.  While  the  applicant’s  cost  esti¬ 
mates  do  not  appear  unreasonable,  their 
age  (January  1971)  and  that  of  the 
equipment  supplier’s  credit  letter  (De¬ 
cember  1970)  require  us  to  call  for  an 
amendment  updating  this  phase  of  its 
proposal. 

11.  Nashua  charges  that  serious  doubt 
surrounds  the  prospects  of  Radio  Clinton 
surviving  its  second  year  of  operation.' 
It  cites  the  applicant’s  100  percent  debt 
financing  and  the  burden  of  loan  repay¬ 
ments  beginning  in  the  second  year. 
However,  it  would  be  pointless  to  probe 
prospects  for  second-year  survival  until 
the  applicant  has  settled  its  first-year 
qualifications.  If  the  facts  as  later  estab¬ 
lished  seem  to  warrant  such  an  inquiry, 
then  parties  to  the  hearing  may  petition 
for  an  enlargement  of  the  Issues. 

12.  Finally,  petitioner  criticizes  the 
Capitol  Bank  and  Trust^Co.  loan  to  Radio 
Clinton  as  merely  conditional  since  it 
was  premised  on  subsequent  bank  ap¬ 
proval  of  Roberts’  financial  condition,  a 
situation  it  says  parallels  that  in  D.  H. 
Overmeyer  Communications,  Co.,  FCC 
65-1151  (1965) .  But  as  the  Review  Board 
noted  in  a  sequel  to  the  above  order,  D.  H. 
Overmeyer  Communications  Co.,  4  FCC 
2d  496,  499-500,  8  RR  2d  96,  101-02 
(1966),  a  bank  loan  is  not  conditional 
where  the  prospective  lender  clarifies  his 
terms,  reaffirms  his  willingness  to  make 
the  loan,  and  states  that  subsequent  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  borrower’s  credit  is  merely 


•Unlike  the  situation  of  the  applicant  for 
a  new  station,  renewal  and  transfer  appli¬ 
cants  need  not  show  quick  and  current  assets 
sufficient  to  match  current  liabilities.  Rather, 
the  Commission  examines  the  overall  finan¬ 
cial  health  of  the  licensee,  with  cash  fiow 
a  focal  point  for  analysis. 

•  The  difference  between  our  figure  for 
first-year  acquisition  costs  and  that  cited 
by  Nashua  Is  accounted  for  mainly  by  our 
Including  one-half  of  the  grant  fee  as  part 
of  Central’s  costs. 

•Cf.  Ultravision  Broadcasting  Co.,  1  PCC 
2d  544,  547,  6  R.R.  2d  343,  347-48  (1965). 


intended  to  guard  against  future  ad¬ 
verse  changes  in  the  applicant’s  financial 
picture.  Capitol  Bank  has  four  times 
affirmed  its  willingness  to  make  the  loan 
and  has  supplied  its  terms  and 
conditions. 

13.  The  next  broad  objection  made  by 
Nashua  is  a  congeries  of  section  1.65  and 
candor  claims.  A  principal  criticism  is 
that  Radio  Clinton  neglected  to  report 
that  the  views  of  those  interviewed  for 
its  commimity  survey  had  changed  after 
WLMS  commenced  service  in  nearby 
Leominster.  This  shift,  according  to  the 
petitioner,  shows  that  Clinton  residents 
no  longer  felt  a  new  station  was  needed. 
Nashua  has  tried  to  graft  a  superfiuous 
consideration  onto  the  Commission’s 
community  survey  policy  which  is  to  in¬ 
sure  that  potential  licensees  make 
thorough  efforts  to  ascertain  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  their  communities  and  that  they 
formulate  programing  responsive  to 
those  needs.  The  survey  is  not,  as  Nashua 
seems  to  assume,  an  inquiry  into  the 
desirability  or  practicability  of  a  new 
station.  That  goes  to  the  commercial 
feasibility  of  a  station  and  is  properly 
left  to  the  business  judgment  of  the  ap¬ 
plicant.  Moreover,  we  doubt  that  mere 
inauguration  of  WLMS  service  would 
have  solved  all  the  problems  voiced  by 
those  whom  Radio  Clinton  interviewed: 
unemployment,  drug  abuse,  high  taxes, 
need  for  a  new  school,  et  cetera.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  fact  that  those  interviewed 
may  have  changed  their  minds  about  the 
desirability  of  a  new  station  and  that 
this  went  imreported,  is  irrelevant  to 
the  community  survey,  and  immaterial 
for  purposes  of  rule  1.65. 

14.  With  the  exception  of  Nashua’s 
argument  that  the  applicant  violated 
§  1.65  by  failing  to  disclose  “that  its  com¬ 
munity  survey  had  been  rendered  moot 
by  the  initiation  of  service  by  WLMS,” 
each  of  the  candor  and  §  1.65  Issues 
discussed  below  was  first  raised  in 
the  petitioner’s  supplemental  plead¬ 
ings.  ’The  first  of  these  was  styled  a 
Supplement  to  Petition  to  Deny  and 
was  filed  nearly  3  years  after  its  reply 
pleading  (at  which  point  Radio  Clinton’s 
application  was  ripe  for  processing) .  The 
petitioner  sought  to  justify  the  filing  of 
its  extraordinary  supplement  by  citing 
the  fact  that  the  application  has  been 
amended  10  times  subsequent  to  the  fil¬ 
ing  of  the  original  petition  to  deny,  as 
well  as  “the  passage  of  time,  and  cor¬ 
relative  changed  circumstances  *  •  *.” 
Nashua  has  shown  good  cause  for  our 
considering  its  supplementary  discus¬ 
sion  of  financing  and  concentration  of 
control,  but  it  made  no  effort  to  justify 
the  late  raising  of  the  candor  allegations 
found  in  its  supplement,  matter  which 
had  been  available  for  discussion  during 
the  first  roimd  of  pleadings  3  years  be¬ 
fore.  The  petitioner’s  final  pleading 
(styled  a  “Reply”  and  received  May  12. 
1972)  adds  further  allegations  which 
could  have  been  delivered  well  before. 
Nevertheless,  in  view  of  the  serious  mat¬ 
ters  raised  in  these  supplements,  wfe  will 
consider  their  merits  and  Radio  Clinton’s 
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motion  to  dismiss  the  supplement  will  be 
denied* 

15.  The  petitioner  argues  in  its  March 
10.  1972,  pleading  that  Radio  Clinton 
failed  to  keep  a  copy  of  its  current  bal¬ 
ance  sheet  on  file.  The  applicant  did  not 
submit  its  September  30,  1971,  balance 
sheet  to  the  Commission  until  Novem¬ 
ber  23,  1971.  However,  in  view  of  the 
evident  absence  here  of  any  motive  to 
withhold  the  information  (Central’s  fi¬ 
nancial  position  had  improved  since  the 
previous  annual  statement),  this  rela¬ 
tively  small  reporting  delay  will  be 
deemed  insignificant.  Nashua  charges 
the  applicant  with  a  failure  to  disclose 
that  the  WDEW  transfer  and  WARE 
renewal  and  the  Radio  Clinton  applica¬ 
tion  all  rely  on  the  same  Central  fxmds. 
However,  it  w'as  stated  explicitly  in  the 
WDEW  transfer  application  that  WARE 
and  WDEW  would  be  funded  with  Cen¬ 
tral  revenues:  and  while  the  separate 
nature  of  the  funding  for  Radio  (Clinton 
was  not  made  clear  imtil  after  Nashua 
filed  this  allegation,  the  defect  was  in¬ 
substantial  and  has  been  corrected.  The 
alleged  failure  to  keep  the  Commission 
posted  as  to  Allan  W.  Roberts’  current 
financial  status  was  corrected  by  the  ap¬ 
plicant’s  submission  of  April  3,  1972,  and 
any  omission  is  considered  insignificant. 

16.  The  petitioner  criticizes  the  Cen¬ 
tral  balance  sheet  of  September  30,  1971, 
for  failure  to  report  the  liabilities  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  prospective  acquisition  of 
WDETW.  However,  these  liabilities  re¬ 
mained  conditional  imtil  Commission 
sanction  had  been  given  the  transfer,  an 
action  not  taken  imtil  Februarj-  22.  1972. 
•rhe  next  criticism  is  that  the  appUcant 
withheld  the  second  page  of  Central’s 
balance  sheet.  An  applicant  proposing  to 
rely  on  a  loan  from  other  than  a  financial 
institution  need  only  file  a  current  bal¬ 
ance  sheet  for  that  i>erson  or  company, 
imless  the  applicant  proposes  to  shoulder 
its  costs  by  relying  on  the  lender’s  oper¬ 
ating  revenues.  In  this  case,  we  require 
a  profit  and  loss  statement  from  the 
lender.  Radio  Clinton’s  plan  to  draw'  loan 
funds  from  Central’s  revenues  has  been 
substantiated  by  the  disclosure  of 
WARE’S  and  WDEW’s  1969  and  1970 
cash  flows  in  Central’s  WDEW  transfer 
application.  ’The  applicant  cannot  rea¬ 
sonably  be  accused  of  being  “deliberately 
furtive’’  when  it  had  already  made  the 
essential  profit  and  loss  figures  public. 
Nashua’s  charge  that  the  applicant  has 
failed  “to  reveal  the  extent  and  location 
of  other  broadcast  interests’’  is  a  bald 
conclusion  writhout  specificity,  and  is  re- 
.iected.  It  is  true  that  the  applicant  failed 
to  cross-reference  the  pendency  of 
WARE’S  renewal,  and  had  yet  to  report 
grant  of  the  WDEW  transfer  at  the  time 
these  deficiencies  were  pointed  out.  How¬ 
ever,  regarding  the  latter,  Radio  Clinton 
was  still  well  within  the  30-day  time  pe¬ 
riod  for  disclosure  when  Nashua  made 
its  objection:  and  concerning  the  former. 


•We  have  considered  the  applicant’s  letter 
of  counsel  received  May  23.  1972,  which  ob¬ 
jected  to  Nashua’s  raising  new  matter  in  Its 
May  12,  1972,  reply.  For  the  reason  noted, 
we  have  found  the  applicant’s  objection 
\mpersuaslve. 


our  staff  had  been  aware  of  developments 
in  the  WARE  matter  and  thus,  while  the 
applicant  should  have  cross-referenced 
the  renewal  matter,  its  failure  to  do  so 
will  not  be  considered  a  material  omis¬ 
sion. 

17.  Nashua  charges  that  Allan  W. 
Roberts,  in  his  capacity  as  principal 
stockholder  in  a  former  apphcant  cor¬ 
poration.  Webster  Broadcasting  Co. 
(Webster  Broadcasting),  and  in  Central 
Broadcasting  Co.,  a  Commission  licensee, 
deliberately  misrepresented  facts  to  the 
Commission  in  connection  with  Webster’s 
now-dismissed  application  for  a  first 
broadcast  facility  in  Webster,  Mass. 
Nashua  charges  that  Roberts  is  respon¬ 
sible  for  distortions  in  Edward  F.  Perry, 
Jr.’s  reporetd  dealings  with  Nichols  Col¬ 
lege,"  to  wit:  by  stating  that  Webster 
Broadcasting  had  obtained  “an  indepth 
survey’’  of  Webster’s  needs  from  the  col¬ 
lege:  that  it  had  established  a  working 
relationship  wdth  the  college:  and  that 
Nichols  had  agreed  to  produce  a  w'eekly 
educational  series.  Second,  Nashua  as¬ 
serts  that  the  coverage  maps  formerly 
included  on  the  WARE  rate  cards  exag¬ 
gerate  the  scope  of  WARE’S  effective 
coverage  by  depicting  parts  of  Spring- 
field  and  Worcester  as  included  in  the 
WARE  service  area.  Third,  Nashua 
adopts  a  medley  of  charges  initially  con¬ 
tained  in  a  petition  to  deny  Roberts’ 
Webster  application  filed  by  the  licensee 
of  station  WESO,  Southridge,  Mass. 
( WESO) .  These  include  claims  that  Rob¬ 
erts  distorted  the  resjjonses  of  several  of 
those  interviewed  for  Webster’s  com¬ 
munity  survey  by  attributing  remarks  to 
them  which  they  did  not  make  (such 
as  “station  WESO  does  not  provide  ade¬ 
quate  local  coverage  to  Webster  •  •  •’’) ; 
by  stating  that  certain  individuals  had 
agreed  to  serve  on  the  station’s  advisory 
board,  w'hile,  according  to  WESO,  they 
had  not  so  agreed:  concluding  with  the 
charge  that  Roberts  inflated  the  degree 
of  support  for  a  new  station.  WESO  also 
accused  Roberts  of  falsely  affirming  the 
existence  of  a  $100,000  line  of  credit  from 
the  Hartford  National  Bank,  of 
equivocating  as  to  the  continued  viability 
of  a  $45,000  loan  commitment  from  the 
Ware  Trust  Co.,  and  a  $100,000  commit¬ 
ment  from  the  Heritage  Bank  and  Trust 
Co.“  It  charged  that  Webster  Broadcast¬ 
ing  made  a  “completely  false,  deceptive, 
and  misleading’’  statement  when  it  effec¬ 
tively  denied  that  Roberts’  WARE  sought 
to  cover  Southbridge.  (This  denial  was  in 
answer  to  WESO’s  complaint  that  a  grant 
of  the  Webster  application  would  leave 
Roberts  w'ith  an  effective  duopoly  over 
Southbridge  since  that  community  Is 
“sandwiched’’  between  Ware  and  Web¬ 
ster.)  Lastly,  the  petitioner  has  faulted 
the  applicant  for  a  failure  to  report  the 
alleged  extension  of  Edw'ard  F.  Perry, 


'•Perry,  an  officer  and  director  of  Webster 
Broadcasting,  represented  it  In  conversa¬ 
tions  with  Professors  Phelps  and  Choo  of  the 
college. 

"  The  Hartford  National  Bank  &  Ware 
Trust  Co.  loans  were  for  Salem  Broadcasting 
<3o.,  Inc.  The  Heritage  Bank  &  Trust  Co. 
loan  was  slated  for  Webster  Broadcasting  Co., 
Inc. 


Jr.’s  option  to  acquire  25  percent  of  Radio 
Clinton’s  stock. 

18.  Radio  Clinton  has  responded  to 
these  sundry  allegations  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner.  It  opposes  the  Nichols  Col¬ 
lege  charges  by  stating  that:  (i)  Webster 
Broadcasting  disputed  the  alleged  mis¬ 
representation  in  its  opposition  and  filed 
affidavits  urging  its  version  of  contacts 
with  the  school:  (ii)  by  reading  the  con- 
fiicting  affidavits  and  materials  together, 
it  concludes  that  the  dispute  “hardly 
even  rises  to  the  level  of  an  honest  mis¬ 
understanding’’:  and  (iii)  that  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  of  no  decisional  significance  for 
the  Clinton  application  since  it  surfaced 
“in  the  context  of  a  completely  separate 
application.’’  Radio  Clinton  denies  dis¬ 
tortion  of  WARE’S  coverage  map  and 
states  further  that  such  maps  are  no 
longer  included  on  its  rate  card.  It  op¬ 
poses  the  other  charges  by  stating  that 
“Mr.  Roberts  had  the  oral  assurance  of 
an  official  of  the  [Hartford  National 
Blank  that  it  could  accommodate  the 
needs  of  Salem  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.’’: 
by  Roberts’  denial  that  he  had  already 
borrowed  the  $45,000  committed  for  Sa¬ 
lem:  by  denying  that  its  commitment 
from  Heritage  Bank  and  Trust  had  been 
jeopardized  by  changes  in  the  money 
market.  Webster  Broadcasting  also  at¬ 
tacked  the  reliability  of  WESO’s  detec¬ 
tive  agency  report  noting  that  it  was  im- 
swom  and  unsigned.  WESO’s  charges  re¬ 
garding  Webster’s  alleged  community 
survey  distortions  were  raised  in  WESO’s 
reply  pleading  to  which  there  was  a  de¬ 
nial  but  no  formal  response  by  the 
applicant. 

19.  It  is  our  opinion  that  several  of 
these  allegations  generate  material  and 
substantial  questions  as  to  Radio  Clin¬ 
ton’s  candor.  We  take  note  of  the  fact 
that  these  charges  center  around  events 
occurring  over  3  and  4  years  ago  in  the 
context  of  an  entirely  separate  proceed¬ 
ing.  Further,  Roberts  secured  the  dis¬ 
missal  of  his  Webster  Broadcasting  ap¬ 
plication  nearly  2  years  ago.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  unity  of  control  among  Webster 
Broadcasting,  Salem  Broadcasting  and 
Radio  Clinton  renders  the  unresolved 
allegations  against  the  first  two  appli¬ 
cants  relevant  to  our  consideration  of  the 
last. 

20.  First  the  Nichols  College  matter. 
The  affidavits  submitted  by  Edward  F. 
Perry,  Jr.,  and  Carol  A.  Ebert  can  be 
reconciled  with  that  of  Professors  Choo 
and  Phelps  of  Nichols  College  on  two 
points.  While  the  professors  disputed 
Webster’s  claim  to  have  established  “a 
working  relationship’’  with  the  college. 
Perry’s  sworn  statement,  corroborated 
by  that  of  Phelps,  detail  contacts  re¬ 
peated  and  protracted  enough  to  warrant 
the  applicant’s  description.  Likewise,  the 
applicant’s  claim  to  have  obtained  “an 
indepth  survey’’  from  the  college  is  simply 
a  semantic,  tussle.  The  professors  may 
understandably  have  been  jealous  to 
guard  the  professional  reputation  of 
Nichols  College  and  their  bureau  of 
business  and  economic  research,  and  "an 
indepth  survey”  clearly  connotes  specific 
procedural  steps  to  the  professors,  at  least 
more  substantial  than  a  student  poll. 
However,  it  does  not  seem  beyond  the 
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boundary  of  reasonableness  for  the  ap¬ 
plicant  to  so  describe  its  survey,  par¬ 
ticularly  given  the  vagary  of  the  phrase. 
The  fact  that  Webster  Broadcasting  may 
have  put  the  best  posable  Interpretation 
on  the  service  it  received,  through  Pro¬ 
fessor  Choo’s  coordination,  is  not  enough 
to  raise  a  substantial  question  as  to  mis¬ 
representation. 

21.  Webster  Broadcasting’s  claim  that 
“Nichols  College  has  already  agreed  to 
produce  a  weekly  educational  series,”  is 
of  a  different  sort.  It  is  clear  that  the 
college  has  not  done  so.  The  questlwi  la 
whether,  in  view  of  Professor  Choo’s 
imdenied  enthusiasm  for  the  idea,  it  was 
unreasonable  for  Webster  to  so  construe 
his  response.  Since  Perry  admits  request¬ 
ing  a  letter  documenting  the  ways  the 
college  would  use  the  time  offered,  and 
since  this  letter  was  never  forthcoming, 
it  seems  precipitous  for  Roberts  to  have 
concluded  that  “Ihchols  CoUege  has 
already  agreed  •  •  •."  A  conflict  is 
squarely  presented  here  and  an  Issue  win 
be  designated  to  resolve  whether  this 
should  be  considered  a  misrepresentation. 

22.  We  next  turn  to  allegations 
launched  by  WESO  and  simply  adopted 
by  Nashua  for  use  against  Radio  Clinton 
and  Roberts.  These  charges  Involve  the 
alleged  community  survey  distortions, 
financial  sleight-of-hand,  and  WARE’S 
coverage,  with  the  community  survey 
matters  discussed  first.  WESO  offered 
signed  statements  from  Interviewees  in 
supp>ort  of  its  charge  that  Webster 
Broadcasting  had  distorted  their  true 
responses,  a  distortion  the  core  of  which 
was  that  WESO  did  not  provide  adequate 
local  coverage.  ’ITie  relevant  remarks 
from  the  Webster  Broadcasting  interview 
with  George  O.  Emanuelson  read,  “Mr. 
Emanuelson  felt  that  the  area  ‘certainly 
needs  another  station’;  that  the  area  is 
not  adequately  covered  by  WESO  •  * 
While  leaving  imdenied  the  desirability 
of  another  station,  WESO’s  interview  re¬ 
ports  Emanuelson  as  recalling  he  said 
nothing  at  all  about  WESO’s  coverage. 
The  conflict  between  Emanuelson’s  de¬ 
nial  and  Webster  Broadcasting’s  version 
(which  is  simultaneously  beneficial  to 
itself  and  damning  to  Its  opposition)  car¬ 
ries  the  clear  possibility  of  misrepre¬ 
sentation  which  should  be  settled  in  an 
evidentiary  proceeding. 

23.  The  same  type  of  remark  about 
WESO’s  local  coverage  was  ascribed  to 
Messrs.  Philip  Joslin,  Theodore  CThmura, 
and  Jeremiah  Moriarty.  However,  ac¬ 
cording  to  WESO’s  interview,  Chinura 
and  Moriarty  said  Just  about  the  oppo¬ 
site.  i.e.,  that  WESO’s  local  coverage  was 
adequate,  while  Joslin  stated  to  WESO’s 
representative  that  he  had  expressed  no 
opinion  on  the  adequacy  of  the  station’s 
coverage.  Again,  in  each  instance  a  sub¬ 
stantial  doubt  is  raised  as  to  the  candor 
of  the  former  applicant’s  representations 
to  the  Commis^on,  and  Mr.  Roberts  will 
be  called  upon  at  hearing  to  dispel  these 
doubts. 

24.  The  last  two  aspects  of  these  com¬ 
munity  survey  allegations  are  tliat  Web¬ 
ster  Broadcasting  inflated  the  number 


agreeing  to  serve  on  its  advisory  board 
from  15  to  20,  and  that  the  alleged  “over¬ 
whelming  consensus”  In  favor  of  a  local 
Webster  facility  was.  In  fact,  based  on 
five  favorable  Interviews  out  of  36.  Even 
if  WESO’s  allegations  are  correct,  nei¬ 
ther  of  these  claims  is  significant  enouedi 
to  raise  a  substantial  and  material  ques- 
tl(xi  of  fact. 

25.  WESO’s  charges  of  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  went  beyond  Roberts’  Webster 
Broadcasting  application.  Roberts  was 
also  the  controlling  stockhidder  in  Salem 
Broadcasting  Co..  Inc.,  applicant  for  a 
new  facility  at  Salem.  New  Hampshire. 
WESO  charged  that  some  time  after 
the  effective  date  of  a  $45,000  Ware 
Trust  Co.  loan  commitment  to  Salem 
Broadcasting,  Roberts  borrowed  (and 
later  repaid)  this  sum  from  Ware  Trust, 
extinguishing  any  further  obllgatlcm  in 
the  same  amount  to  Scdem  Broadcasting^ 
and  rendering  his  ccmtinued  reliance  (m 
the  Ware  'I^rust  loan  possibly  misleading^ 
Webster  Broadcasting  denied  “that  the 
$45,000  committed  fcH*  Salem  by  the  Ware 
TrusK Company  [had]  already  been  bOT- 
rowed  *  *  *.”  leaving  open,  so  said 
WESO,  the  possibility  that  Roberts  had. 
in  fact,  borrowed  the  $45,000,  but  for 
another  purpose,  niis  ];»-e8ents  a  sub¬ 
stantial  conflict  which  c<xdd  have  sigpiifi- 
cant  implications  as  to  Mr.  Roberts’  fit¬ 
ness  an^  accordingly,  an  issue  is  deslg- 
nated. 

26.  The  second  WESO  financial  alle¬ 
gation  also  generates  a  substantial  ques¬ 
tion  of  fact.  In  the  Salem  Broadcasting 
application  it  was  stated  that,  "The  ap- 
C^cant  has  arranged  fcx-  a  long  time  line 
of  credit  in  the  amount  of  $100,000  from 
the  Hartford  National  Bank  *  *  *. 
The  a{H>licant  expects  to  obtain  a  written 
loan  commitment  letter  from  the  bcmk 
very  shortly.”  This  letter  was  not  forth¬ 
coming  and  WESO  charged  that  no  for¬ 
mal  application  had  ever  been  made, 
much  less  a  loan  arranged.  Webster 
Broadcasting  stated  in  opposition  that 
Roberts  “had  the  oral  assurance  ctf  an 
official  of  the  bank  *  *  *,”  but  that 
since  Hartford  “had  participated  in  the 
Heritage  Bank  loan  for  (JUnton  •  •  • 
[it]  could  not  therefOTe,  also  pnevlde  ad¬ 
ditional  sums  f(»*  Salem.”  This  concerns 
another  substantial  matter,  and  Roberts 
will  be  given  the  <«>portimlty  to  restdve 
tlie  ccmflict. 

27.  In  the  third  and  last  financial 
charge,  WESO  questioned  the  vitality  of 
a  Heritage  Bank  and  Trust  Co.  commit¬ 
ment  to  Webster  Broadcasting.  WESO’s 
detective  agency  reported  bank  (^cials 
as  doubting  the  currency  of  the  loan 
commitment  in  view  of  changed  market 
conditions.  The  commitment  letter  was 
then  about  a  year  old.  Webster  Broad¬ 
casting  flatly  denied  any  softening  of 
the  commitment,  but  also  secured  an 
agreement  with  another  institution  with 
what  was  said  to  be  the  best  terms  avail¬ 
able  at  the  time.  No  substantial  or  ma¬ 
terial  question  is  raised  when  an  appli¬ 
cant  denies  in  argumentative  fashion  the 
weakening  of  a  commitment,  which  is 
partly  a  matter  for  interpretation,  at  the 
same  time  taking  action  which  may  con¬ 


cede  the  point.  Some  leeway  must  be  al¬ 
lowed  for  the  rigors  of  pleading. 

28.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  cover¬ 
age  map  formerly  included  in  WARE’S 
rate  card  exaggerated  the  scope  of  its 
effective  service  area  In  addition,  the 
map  depicts  WARE  as  serving  parts  of 
Worcester  and  Springfield  with  an  0.5 
mV/m  signal  (in^equate  fm*  an  urban 
area  under  rule  73.182(f))  and  fails  to 
disclose  that  its  nighttime  directional  ra¬ 
diation  is  oriented  away  from  these 
major  markets.  The  potential  for  mis¬ 
leading  advertisers  is  evident  here,  and 
the  fact  that  WARE  has  since  discim- 
tinued  use  of  a  coverage  nu4>  on  its  rate 
card  does  not  obviate  the  need  for  fur- 
their  Inquiry  (see  e.g..  Universal  (3om- 
municatlmis  of  Pittsburgh,  Inc.,  21  FCC 
2d  542, 18  RR  2d  491  (1970) ) . 

29.  One  of  WESO’s  objections  to  a 
grant  of  the  Webster  application  was 
premised  on  the  argument  that  this 
would  allow  Roberts  an  effective  duopoly 
over  the  Southbrldge  area  (WESO’s 
community  of  license)  since,  so  it  said. 
Roberts’  WARE  programed  for  South- 
bridge  as  well  as  Ware  and  a  Roberts- 
controfied  Webster  station  would  do  the 
same  (Southbrldge  is  between,  and  in 
proximity  to.  Ware  and  Webster) .  WESO 
Included  excerpts  from  verbatim  trans¬ 
cripts  of  WARE  broadcasts  to  show  that 
Roberts’  disavowal  cff  any  intention  to 
program  for  Southbrldge  was  “com¬ 
pletely  false,  deceptive,  and  misleading.’* 
The  excerpts  contained  references  to 
Southbrldge  births;  claims  to  be  enter¬ 
taining  “many  towns”  in  the  area,  among 
them  Southbrldge;  and  the  sponsorship 
(rf  WARE  news  by  Southbrldge  mer¬ 
chants.  Apart  from  pointing  out  that 
allegations  such  as  these  fail  to  satisfy 
the  requisites  for  a  duopoly  issue  (septlwi 
73.35(a)),  Webster  Broadcasting  noted 
that  WARES  signal  was  too  weak  to 
satisfy  the  Commission’s  coverage  re¬ 
quirements  for  a  town  the  size  of  South- 
bridge.  The  former  sqjpllcant  also  stated 
that  WARE  sold  time  to  Southbrldge 
merchants  so  they  could  reach  Ware 
residents  and  that  “WARE  is  not  aware 
that  it  has  any  audience  in  Southbrldge 
Itself.”  WESO  then  responded  with  state¬ 
ments  from  Southbrldge  merchants  say¬ 
ing  that  WARE  represented  that  it  was 
trying  to  reach  Southbrldge  residents. 
The  petitioner  also  stated  in  a  conclusory 
fashion  that  traditionally  Ware  residents 
do  not  shop  in  Southbrldge.  Faced  with 
the  explicitness  of  Webster  Broadcast¬ 
ing’s  denials,  and  WESO’s  just  as  explicit 
transcript  excerpts  and  merchant  sur¬ 
veys,  we  must  designate  yet  another  can¬ 
dor  issue  against  Roberts’  instant  appli¬ 
cation. 

30.  Perry’s  option  in  the  applicant  is 
now  terminated,  but  there  remains  con¬ 
siderable  doubt  over  the  termination 
date,  which  may  have  been  beyond  the  3- 
year  duration  initially  specified.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in  paragraph  5  of  the  applicant’s 
opposition  pleading  received  April  3, 
1972,  the  language  suggests  that  Perry 
would  be  able  to  exercise  his  option  at 
some  point  in  the  future,  although  it  was 
apparently  due  to  expire  5  days  from  that 
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date  “  In  view  of  this,  and  the  fact  that 
the  letter  confirming  termination  is 
dated  August  1,  1972,  we  feel  a  sub¬ 
stantial  doubt  exists  as  to  the  applicant’s 
compliance  with  §  I  fis 

31.  In  its  petition  to  deny,“  Nashua 
attempts  to  raise  a  Carroll  “  issue  argu¬ 
ing  that  a  grant  of  Radio  Clinton’s  appli¬ 
cation  would  cause  it  severe  economic 
injury  and  result  in  considerable  deg¬ 
radation  of  WLMS’  service  to  the  public. 
Although  it  is  a  relatively  new  station, 
Nashua  states  that  WLMS  has  done 
much  to  fulfill  the  local  pr^raming 
needs  of  the  communities,  including 
Clinton,  in  its  service  area.  To  this  end, 
WLMS  has  devoted  21.5  percent  of  its 
total  broadcast  time  to  news,  with  more 
than  40  percent  of  the  news  time  devoted 
to  local  news;  provided  weekly  religious 
programs;  donated  broadcast  time  for 
various  charitable  causes;  and  proposes 
a  weekly  30  minute  program,  entitled 
“Insight,’*  to  provide  local  authorities 
with  a  forum  to  discuss  various  c(xn- 
munity  problems.  Nashua  also  claims 
that  WLI^’  financial  position  Is  tenuous. 
Specifically,  It  points  out  that  It  compfied 
a  deficit  of  over  $17,500  In  1967;  that  in 
1968,  its  first  full  year  of  (H>eration,  It 
made  a  profit  of  only  $288;  that  16  per¬ 
cent  of  its  1968  revenues  came  from  Clin¬ 
ton  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  three  small 
commimities  adjacent  to  Clinton;  that  a 
loss  of  a  mere  2  percent  of  its  Clinton 
accoimts  could  place  WLMS  in  a  deficit 
again;  and  that,  based  upon  its  experi¬ 
ence  and  knowledge  of  Clinton,  It  esti¬ 
mates  It  will  lose  80  percent  of  its  Cllnttm 
revenue  to  a  new  st^on  In  Clinton  and. 
thereby,  jeopardize  its  survival  by  creat¬ 
ing  an  annual  deficit  in  excess  of  $10,000. 
Furthermore,  It  proffers  certain  statistics 
that  It  argues  show  that  Clinton  is  no 
longer  a  growing  community  and  cannot 
generate  the  revenues  necessary  to  sus¬ 
tain  two  stations.”  Finally,  Nashua  states 
that  if  It  lost  80  percent  of  Its  Clinton 
revenues,  it  c  o  uldnorteaiicsllatly 
revenues,  it  could  not  realistically  expect 
to  earn  that  revenue  elsewhere.  As  a  re- 
siilt,  the  petitioner  estimates  it  would 
be  forced  to  reduce  Its  public  Interest 
programing  by  cutting  Its  news  broad¬ 
casts  approximately  50  percent,  reducing 
public  stairs  shows,  and  curtolling  re¬ 
mote  broadcast  of  lo^  athletic  contests. 

32.  In  opposition.  Radio  Clinton  argues 
that  the  petitioner  has  not  supplied  suf¬ 
ficient  factual  data  to  meet  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  standards  for  the  specification 
of  a  Carroll  issue.  Moreover,  Radio 
Clinton  characterizes  the  allegations  as 


^This  Is  based  on  the  presumption  that 
the  option’s  term  began  to  nm  no  later 
than  the  date  of  Radio  Clinton’s  application 
reporting  the  option,  or  April  8,  1972. 

“  This  argument  Is  dropped  from  Its  sup¬ 
plemental  pleadings. 

“  Carroll  Broadcasting  Co.  v.  PCC, '  103 
U  S.  App.  D  C.  346,  268  F.  2d  440,  17  RR  2066 
(1958). 

“WLMS  avers  that  In  the  period  1955-65, 
Clinton  suffered  an  out-mlgratlon  of  789 
persons.  Moreover,  It  classifies  Clinton  as  a 
working  class  city  with  a  lower  standard  of 
living  than  other  parts  of  Massachusetts 
(the  median  Income  In  Clinton  Is  $5,687, 
whUe  being  $6,272  statewide). 


either  misleading  or  erroneous.  It  con¬ 
tends  that  WLMS  has  not  successfully 
fulfilled  the  programing  needs  of  Clinton 
since  WLMS  devotes  most  of  its  efforts 
to  the  immediate  and  specific  needs  of 
Leominster  and  Fitchburg.  It  also  claims 
that  WLMS’  financial  position  has  sub¬ 
stantially  improved.  It  challenges  the 
petitioner’s  characterization  of  Clinton 
as  a  “town  whose  most  prosperous  years 
lie  in  the  past."  ”  Finally,  Radio  Clinton 
states  that  Inasmuch  as  its  proposed 
2mV/m  contour  will  barely  penetrate  the 
municipal  limits  of  Leominster,  it  would 
not  regard  Leominster  as  a  primary 
source  for  revenue,  and  would  consider 
service  to  that  area,  in  competition  with 
WLMS.  to  be  Incidental  to  its  primary 
service  to  the  CTllnton  area. 

33.  It  is  firmly  established  that  a  party 
seeking  to  raise  a  Carroll  issue  must 
plead  specific  factual  data  rather  than 
generalized  and  conclusory  allegations  of 
public  Injury;  l.e..  “statistics  as  to  the 
number  of  businesses  In  the  area,  total 
volume  of  retail  sales,  other  advertising 
media,  the  number  of  area  businesses 
which  do  not  presently  advertise,  cost  of 
public  service  programing,  and  other  data 
related  to  the  economics  of  broadcasting 
which  may  tend  to  show  that  the  area 
Involved  could  not  support  another  sta¬ 
tion  without  loss  or  degrradation  of  pro¬ 
gram  service  to  the  public.”  ”  The  peti¬ 
tioner’s  allegations  are  conclusory  gen¬ 
eralizations  conveying  little  of  the  hard 
economic  data  essential  for  a  reasoned 
determination  that  the  public  Interest 
might  be  harmed  by  a  grant  of  this  ap¬ 
plication.  Instead  of  the  supportive 
material  enumerated  above,  Nashua  prof¬ 
fers  a  general  sociological  outlook  for 
Cfilnton  and  a  bald  estimate  that  It 
would  lose  80  percent  of  its  Clintqn  rev¬ 
enues.  It  Includes  no  figures  for  amounts 
spent  on  various  advertising  media  In 
the  area,  the  number  of  businesses  not 
presently  advertising  on  radio,  the  WLMS 
advertisers  which  would  be  lost  to  a 
Clinton  facility,  the  costs  for  its  public 
service  programing,  or  other  data  neces¬ 
sary  to  substantiate  Its  estimate  that 
It  would  lose  In  excess  of  $10,000  an¬ 
nually.  WLMS’  earnings  report  Is  more 
favorable.  In  marked  contrast  to  the  net 
profit  of  $228  reported  for  1968.  Finally, 
it  should  be  noted  that  a  Carroll  Issue  Is 
t3i>lcally  raised  where  a  new  statiton  is 
proposed  in  the  same  or  adjacent  com- 
mimlty  as  that  of  an  existing  station. 
It  follows  that  the  farther  apart  the 
respective  cities  of  license,  the  less  the 
competitive  impact,  and  the  greater  the 
burden  of  showing  that  a  Carroll  prob¬ 
lem  exists.  Here  the  petitioner’s  city  of 
license  is  Leominster,  about  9  miles  from 
Clinton.  Nashua’s  failure  to  plead  facts 
sufficient  and  particular  enough  to  war- 


“’The  applicant  argvies  this  conclusion  Is 
clearly  refuted  by  several  major  studies  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Lowell  Technological  Institute 
Research  Foundation  and  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Commerce  and  Development 
as  part  of  the  Rastern  Massachusetts  Re¬ 
gional  Planning  Project. 

«WLVA.  Incorporated  v.  PCC,  148  U.S. 
App.  D  C.  262,  273,  469  P.2d  1286,  1927,  23  RR 
2d  2081,  2096  (1972). 


rant  specifying  a  Carroll  issue  Is  under¬ 
scored  by  this  separation. 

34.  Finally,  the  petitioner  alleges  that 
the  applicant  has  failed  to  comply  with 
the  Primer  on  Ascertainment  of  Com¬ 
munity  Problems  by  Broadcast  Ap¬ 
plicants,  27  PCC  2d  650,  21  RR  2d  1507 
(1971).  It  states  that  the  applicant’s 
surveys  do  not  contain  an  adequate  geo¬ 
graphic  sampling  of  people  living  in  com¬ 
munities  that  will  fall  within  the  pro¬ 
posed  service  area;  that  the  leaders  con¬ 
sulted  do  not  represent  a  cross-section  of 
Clinton  since  the  applicant  did  not  con¬ 
sult  representatives  of  the  professions, 
charitable  organizations,  officials  of  the 
Atlantic  Union  College,  leaders  in  the 
entertainment  field,  or  elected  officials; 
that  some  individuals  contacted  initially 
by  the  applicant  have  indicated  sub¬ 
sequently  that  there  is  no  community 
support  for  a  new  station;  that  there  is 
no  in-depth  evaluation  of  t^e  suggestions 
received;  that  the  applicant’s  proposal 
offers  nothing  positive  to  alleviate  the 
problems  that  exist;  that  the  first  sur¬ 
veys  were  conducted  in  1967  and  1968, 
before  WLMS  had  started  or  had  Just 
commenced  broadcasting,  and  that  the 
people  consulted  could  not  have  evalu¬ 
ated  the  role  of  WLMS  in  formulating 
their  views  of  community  problems. 

35.  The  applicant  has  submitted  five 
supplemental  surveys  in  addition  to  the 
survey  originally  tendered  with  the  ap¬ 
plication.  Analysis  of  the  data  Indicates 
that  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the 
Primer.  It  has  listed  the  identity,  by 
name,  position,  and/or  organization  of 
approximately  60  conununlty  leaders  and 
the  names  of  148  members  of  the  general 
public  that  it  contacted.  The  leaders  con¬ 
sulted  by  the  applicant  represent  an 
adequate  cross-section  of  Clinton,  a  city 
with  a  population  of  13,270.  A  number  of 
charitable,  social,  and  civic  organiza¬ 
tions  were  contacted,  including  the  Clin¬ 
ton  Turn  Verein  Club,  the  Knights  of 
Columbus,  and  the  Italian-American 
War  Veterans.  In  addition,  the  various 
religious  faiths  and  a  niimber  of  govern¬ 
ment  officials,  including  the  Clinton 
police  chief,  selectman,  and  tax  assessor 
were  Interviewed.  ’The  general  public 
survey  is  extensive,  considering  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  Clinton  and  the  other  areas 
that  the  proposal  would  serve,  and  it  has 
a  good  geographic  balance  with  approxi¬ 
mately  half  the  individuals  being  resi¬ 
dents  of  communities  other  than  Clinton. 
Furthermore,  the  applicant  listed  the 
suggestions  that  it  received  and  has  pro¬ 
posed  eight  specific  programs  in  response 
to  community  problems.  ’The  fact  that 
WLMS  started  broadcasting  at  the  time 
the  applicant  conducted  its  first  survey 
does  not  vitiate  its  ascertainment  efforts. 
As  noted  earlier,  we  feel  ^fe  in  assuming 
that  mere  inauguration  of  radio  service 
would  not  resolve  the  serious  concerns 
noted  by  Clinton  residents.  Moreover, 
the  applicant’s  supplemental  surveys  over 
a  4 -year  period  would  have  registered 
any  shifts  in  perceived  problems.  ’The  ap¬ 
plicant  has  made  a  detailed  and  thor¬ 
ough  study  of  the  needs  of  the  area  in 
attempting  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of 
the  Primer,  It  has  corrected  the  deficien- 
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cles  that  existed  in  Its  original  surrey, 
and  no  purpose  would  be  served  by  ex¬ 
amining  the  matter  further  In  hearing. 
Accordingly,  the  petitioner’s  request  for 
specification  of  a  community  needs  Issue 
will  be  denied. 

36.  From  the  Information  before  the 
Commission  It  appears  that,  except  as 
Indicated  by  the  Issues  specified  l^ow. 
the  applicant  Is  qualified  to  construct  and 
operate  as  proposed.  However,  for  the 
reasons  Indicate  above.  It  must  be  desig¬ 
nated  for  hearing  on  the  Issues  set  forth 
below. 

37.  Accordingly,  It  is  ordered.  That  the 
application  of  Radio  Clinton,  Inc.,  Is 
designated  for  hearing,  at  a  time  and 
place  to  be  ^)eclfied  In  a  subsequent 
order,  upon  the  following  Issues: 

1.  To  determine  with  respect  to  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  Radio  Clinton: 

(a)  Whether  Central.  Broadcasting 
Corp.  has  sulQcient  net  liquid  and  current 
assets  to  meet  Its  loan  commitment  to 
Radio  Clinton,  Inc.; 

(b)  The  current  basis  for  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  estimated  construction  costs  and 
(grating  expenses  for  the  first  year;  and 

(c)  In  light  of  the  evidence  adduced 
pursuant  to  (a)  and  (b) ,  lUsove,  whether 
the  applicant  Is  financially  qualified. 

2.  To  determine  whether  Wdaster 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  made  misrepre¬ 
sentations  to  the  Commission  or  was 
lacking  In  candor  with  respect  to: 

(a)  Its  alleged  program  productlcm 
agreement  with  Nichols  College; 

(b)  Statements  In  Its  (xnnmi^ty  sur- 
vey  concerning  the  adequacy  of  station 
WISO’s  coverage; 

(c)  Statements  regarding  the  $45,000 
Ware  Trust  Co.  loan; 

(d)  Statements  made  concerning  a 
$100,000  loan  from  Hartford  National 
Bank  to  Salem  Broadcasting  Co..  Inc.; 
and 

(e)  Statements  concerning  station 
WARE’S  program  service  to  Southbrldge, 
Mass. 

3.  To  determine  whether  Central 
Broadcasting  Corp.,  as  licensee  of  WARE, 
Ware,  Mass.,  employed  a  deceptive 
coverage  map  on  WARETs  rate  card. 

4.  To  determine,  in  light  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  adduced  pursuant  to  Issues  2  and  3, 
above,  whether  the  applicant  has  the  req¬ 
uisite  qualifications  to  be  a  licensee  of 
the  Commission. 

5.  To  determine  whether  Radio  Clin¬ 
ton,  Inc.,  has  complied  with  the  provi¬ 


sions  of  S  1.65  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
by  keeping  the  Commlsskn  advised  at 
substantial  and  significant  changes  as  re- 
q\ilred  by  S  1^.  and,  if  not,  the  effect  of 
such  noncompliance  on  Its  basic  qualifi¬ 
cations  to  be  a  Commission  Uc^isee. 

6.  To  determine.  In  light  of  the  evid¬ 
ence  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  Issues, 
whether  the  £4>];dlcatioa  should  be 
granted. 

38.  It  is  further  ordered.  That,  Radio 
Clinton,  Inc.’s  motion  to  dismiss  the  sup¬ 
plement  to  the  petition  to  deny  is  denied. 

39.  It  is  further  ordered.  That,  the 
petition  to  deny,  as  suiH>lemented,  of 
Nashua  Valley  Broadcast,  Inc.,  Is  granted 
to  the  extent  Indicated  above  and  Is 
denied  In  all  other  respects. 

40.  It  is  further  ordered.  That,  Nashua 
Valley  Broadcast,  Inc.,  licensee  of  station 
WLMS,  Leominster,  Mass.,  is  made  a 
party  to  the  proceeding. 

41.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
burden  of  proceeding  with  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  evidence  under  Issue  (1),  and  the 
burden  of  proof  on  aU  Issues,  shall  be 
upon  Radio  Clinton,  Inc.;  and  that  the 
burden  of  proceeding  imder  Issues  (2) 
through  (5)  shall  be  upon  Nashua  Valley 
Broadcast,  Inc. 

42.  It  is  further  ordered,  That,  to  avail 
Itself  of  the  opportunity  to  be  heard,  the 
applicant  and  party  respondent  herein, 
pursuant  to  1 1.221(e)  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  rules,  in  person  or  by  attorney, 
shall,  within  20  days  of  the  mailing  of 
this  order,  file  vdth  the  Commission  in 
trifdicate,  a  written  app>earance  stating 
an  intention  to  appear  oi  the  date  fixed 
fo  the  hearing  and  present  evldenoe  on 
the  Issues  specified  In  this  order. 

43.  It  is  further  ordered,  ’Ihat  the  ap¬ 
plicant  herein  shall,  pursuant  to  section 
311(a)  (2)  of  the  Conmunlcatlons  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended,  and  f  1.594  of  the 
CTommisslon’s  rules,  give  notices  of  the 
hearing,  within  the  time  and  In  the  man¬ 
ner  prescribed  in  such  rule,  and  shall  ad¬ 
vise  the  Commission  of  the  pubUcatlon 
of  such  notice  as  required  by  f  1.594(g) 
of  the  rules. 

Adopted:  May  3,  1973. 

Released:  May  11,  1973. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary 

[PR  Doc.73-9921  PUed  5-17-73;8;45  am] 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

[Docket  No.  RTTS-aSS] 

RATE  CHANGES 

Order  Providing  for  Hearing  and  Suspen¬ 
sion  of  Proposed  Change,  and  Allowing 

Change  To  Become  Effective  Subject  to 

Refund 

Mat  9.  1973. 

Respondent  has  filed  a  proposed 
change  In  rate  smd  charge  for  the  Jur¬ 
isdictional  sale  of  natural  gas.  as  set 
forth  In  ai^ndlx  A  hereof. 

The  proposed  changed  rate  and  charge 
may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  unduly  dis¬ 
criminatory.  or  preferential,  or  other¬ 
wise  unlawfuL 

The  Commission  finds 

It  is  in  the  public  Interest  and  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  Natural  Oas  Act  that  the 
Commission  enter  upcm  a  hearing  re¬ 
garding  the  lawfulness  of  the  pn^xxsed 
change,  and  that  the  supplement  berdn 
be  su^nded  and  its  use  be  deferred  as 
ordered  below. 

T?ie  Commission  orders 

(A)  Under  the  Natural  Oas  Act,  par¬ 
ticularly  Sections  4  and  15,  t^  regula¬ 
tions  p^italnlng  thereto  (18  cm,  ch.  I), 
and  the  commission’s  rules  of  practice 
and  procedure,  a  public  hearing  shall  be 
held  concemi^  the  lawfulness  of  the 
proposed  change. 

(B)  Pending  hearing  and  decision 
thereon,  the  rate  supi^ement  herein  Is 
susp^ided  and  its  use  deferred  until 
date  shown  in  the  "Date  Susp^ided 
UntU”  column.  This  supc^ement  shall 
become  effective,  subject  to  refimd.  as 
of  the  expiratloa  of  the  suspension  pe¬ 
riod  without  any  furth^  action  by  the 
reoxmdent  or  by  the  Ckxnmlsslan.  Re¬ 
spondent  shall  comply  with  the  refund- 
1^  lM?ocedure  required  by  the  Natural 
CHis  Act  and  i  154.102  of  the  regulations 
thereunder. 

(C)  Unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
CommiKion,  neither  the  suspended  sup¬ 
plement,  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  to 
be  altered,  shall  be  changed  until  dis¬ 
position  of  this  proceeding  or  expiration 
of  the  suspension  period,  whichever  la 
earlier. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Kenneth  P.  Plumb, 

Secretary. 


Affkndu  “A’' 


DfX'ket 

No. 

Respondent 

Rate 

sched¬ 

ule 

No. 

Sup¬ 

ple¬ 

ment 

No. 

PuTcha.ser  and  producing  area 

Amount 

of 

annual 

Increase 

Date 

filing 

tendered 

EfleetlTt 

date 

unless 

suspended 

Date 

Cents  per  thousand 
cubic  feet 

Rate  in 
effect  sub¬ 
ject  to 
refund  In 
docket 
No. 

until — 

Rate  in  Proposed 
effect  lncrr:ised 

rate 

RI73-2K3.. 

Southern  Union  Production 
Co. 

1 

>  >30 

El  Paso  Natural  Gae  Co.  (Meaa 
Verde  Formation,  San  Jnan  and 
lUo  Arriba  Countiea,  N.  Mex. 
and  La  Plata  County,  Colo., 
Ban  Jnan  Basin). 

310,660 

4-9-78 

6-10-73 

*  Accepted 
‘  10-10-73 

*22.0  *28.0 

RI72-91. 

•T'nlps  othcinrl.so  stat«<l,  prwisiire  biv^  t.i  1S.02S  Ib/In**. 

*  For  Rsas  from  wrils  eomiilrtwJ  on  »n<l  aflor  Juno  1,  IWO. 

>  Subject  to  British  thermal  unit  adjustment  from  a  1, 000  Btn  per  enble  foot  base. 

•  Not  u.scd. 

*  Proposed  lnerea.se  aeeepted  to  the  extent  It  docs  not  exceed  the  celling  established 
In  order  No.  43S  of  24  c/M  ft*  at  U1.02S  lb/ln*a. 

•  Proposed  increase  sasp<'aded  insofar  as  it  exceeds  the  celling  prescribed  In  order 
No.  436. 


•  Not  used. 

*  The  prlmaryt  eim  of  the  original  contract  ha.s  expired  and  the  subject  gas  Is  now 
being  swd  nndw  a  renegotiated  contract  dated  March  8,  1V72.  As  a  result,  under  the 
Tintaging  policy  set  forth  In  Opinion  No.  639  the  “new”  gas  price  Is  applicable  to 
snch  sales  and  the  just  and  reasonable  ceilings  prescribed  In  opinion  No.  668  are 
Inapplicable. 
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The  primary  term  ot  the  oiiglnA  contract 
has  expired  and  the  subje<^  gas  Is  now  being 
sold  \mder  a  renegotiated  contract  dated 
March  8,  1972.  As  a  result,  the  vlntaglng  pol¬ 
icy  set  forth  In  opinion  Ko.  639  and  the  cell¬ 
ing  prescribed  In  order  No.  435  are  i^pUca- 
ble  to  these  sales.  Accordingly,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  the  proposed  Increase  exceeds  the  cell¬ 
ing  rate  In  onieT  No.  435,  It  Is  suspended  for 
fire  months,  and  the  portion  of  the  proposed 
Increase  not  In  excess  of  the  ceiling  In  Order 
No.  435  Is  accepted  for  filing. 

The  rate  Increase  granted  in  this  case  has 
been  reviewed  In  the  light  at  and  Is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Ecmiomlc  Stabilization  Act 
of  1970,  as  amended.  Executive  Order  No. 
11695,  and  the  rules  and  regulations  Issued 
thereimder. 

[PR  Doc.73-9859  PUed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

CENTRAL  NATIONAL  BANCSHARES,  INC. 

Proposed  Acquisition  of  Kossuth  Security 
investment  Co. 

Central  National  Bancshares,  Inc..  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  has  ai^Ued,  pursuant  tp 
section  4(c)  (8)  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  (12  UB.C.  1843(c)  (8) )  and 
S  225.4(b)  (2)  of  the  Board’s  regulaticm 
Y,  for  permission  to  acquire  voting  shares 
of  Kossuth  Security  Investment  Co., 
Mason  City,  Iowa.  Notice  of  the  wrpUca- 
tion  was  published  on  April  26.  1973,  in 
the  Algona  Upper  Des  Moines,  a  news¬ 
paper  circulated  in  liuveme,  Iowa  (a 
toti-n  with  a  population  of  less  than  5,000 
people) . 

Applicant  states  that  the  proposed 
subsidiary  would  engage  in  the  following 
activities:  Selling  Insurance  of  all  kinds 
except  life  insurance.  Such  activities  have 
been  sp>eclfied  by  the  Board  in  S  225.4(a) 
of  regulation  Y  as  permissible  for  bank 
holding  companies,  subject  to  Board  ap¬ 
proval  of  Individual  proposals  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  procedures  of  §  225.4(b). 

Interested  persons  may  express  their 
views  on  the  question  whether  consum¬ 
mation  of  the  proposal  can  “reasonably 
be  expected  to  produce  benefits  to  the 
public,  such  as  greater  convenience,  in- 
creaseid  comp>etltion.  or  gains  in  effici¬ 
ency,  that  outweigh  possible  adverse 
effects,  such  as  undue  concentration  of 
resources,  decreased  or  unfair  cOTupetl- 
tion,  conflicts  of  interests,  or  unsoimd 
banking  practices.”  Any  request  for  a 
hearing  on  this  question  should  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  summarizing 
the  evidence  the  person  requesting  the 
heating  proposes  to  sutoiit  or  to  elicit  at 
the  hearing  and  a  statement  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  this  matter  should  not  be  re¬ 
solved  without  a  hearing. 

The  application  may  be  Inspected  at 
the  offices  of  the  Board  of  Governors  or 
at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cffilcago, 

Any  views  or  requests  for  hearing 
should  be  submitted  in  writing  and  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary,  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  D.C.  20551,  not  later  than 
June  6,  1973. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System,  May  10, 1973. 

[seal!  Chester  B.  Feldberg, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doe.73-e902  FUed  6-17-73;8:46  un] 


CENTRAL  NATIONAL  BANCSHARES,  INC. 

Proposed  Acquisition  of  United  American 
Investment  Co. 

O^tral  National  Bancshares,  Inc.,  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  has  aivUed,  pursuant  to 
section  4(c)  (8)  of  the  Bank  Holding 
Company  Act  (12  UJ3.C.  184S(c)  (8) )  and 
S  225.4(b)  (2)  of  the  Board’s  regulation 
Y,  for  permission  to  acquire  voting 
shares  of  United  American  Investment 
Co.,  Mason  City,  Iowa.  Notice  of  the  ap¬ 
plication  was  published  on  April  19, 1973, 
in  the  Britt  News-Tribime,  a  newspaper 
circulated  in  Britt  and  Woden,  Iowa 
(both  towns  with  populations  of  less  than 
5,000  people) . 

Applicant  states  that  the  proposed  sub¬ 
sidiary  would  engage  in  the  following  ac¬ 
tivities:  Selling  Insurance  of  all  kinds 
except  life  insurance.  8u^  activities 
have  been  specified  by  the  Board  in 
§225.4 (a)  of  regulation  Y  as  permissible 
for  bank  holding  companies,  subject  to 
Board  approval  of  individual  proposals 
In  accordance  with  the  procedures  of 
§  225.4(b). 

Interested  persons  may  express  their 
views  on  the  question  whether  consum¬ 
mation  of  the  proposal  can  “reasonably 
be  expected  to  produce  benefits  to  the 
public,  such  as  greater  convenience,  in¬ 
creased  competition,  or  gains  in  effi¬ 
ciency,  that  outweigh  possible  adverse 
effects,  such  as  tmdue  concentration  of 
resources,  decreased  or  unfair  competi¬ 
tion,  conJQlcts  of  Interests,  or  unsoimd 
banking  practies.”  Any  request  for  a 
hearing  on  this  question  should  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  summarizing 
the  evidence  the  person  requesting  the 
hearing  proposes  to  submit  or  to  elicit  at 
the  healing  and  a  statement  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  this  matter  should  not  ^  re¬ 
solved  without  a  hearing. 

The  application  may  be  Inspected  at 
the  offices  of  the  Board  of  Governors  or 
at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Chicago. 

Any  views  or  requests  for  hearing 
should  be  submitted  in  writing  and  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary,  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  D.C.  20551,  not  later  than 
Jime  6. 1973. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  System,  May  10,  1973. 

[SEAL]  Chester  B.  Feldberg, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doc.73-9901  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


FIRST  CHICAGO  CORP. 

Proposed  Acquisition  of  AFSA  Data  Corp. 

First  Chicago  Corp.,  Chicago,  HI.,  has 
applied,  pursuant  to  section  4(c)  (8)  of 
the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act  (12 
U.S.C.  1843(c)  (8) ) ,  and  §  225.4(b)  (2)  of 
the  Board’s  regulation  Y,  for  permission 
to  acquire  voting  shares  of  AFSA  Data 
Corp.,  Hawthorne,  Calif.  Notice  of  the 
application  was  published  on  March  31, 
1973,  and  April  2,  1973,  in  the  Chicago 
Tribime,  a  newspaper  circulated  in  Chi¬ 
cago,  HI.;  and  on  April  2, 1973,  in  the  Los 
Angeles  Times,  a  newspaper  circulated  in 
Los  Angeles  County.  Calif. 


Applicant  states  that  the  prop>osed 
subsidiary  would  engage  in  the  activities 
of  servicing  student  loans  and  other  ex¬ 
tensions  of  credit.  Such  activities  have 
been  specifled  by  the  Board  in  §  225.4(a) 
of  regulation  Y  as  permissible  for  bank 
holding  companies,  subject  to  Board  ap¬ 
proval  of  individual  proposals  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  procedures  of  §  225.4(b) . 

Interested  persons  may  express  their 
views  on  the  question  whether  consum¬ 
mation  of  the  proposal  can  “reasonably 
be  expected  to  produce  benefits  to  the 
public,  such  as  greater  convenience,  in¬ 
creased  competition,  or  gains  in  effi¬ 
ciency,  that  outweigh  possible  adverse 
effects,  such  as  imdue  concentration  of 
resources,  decreased  or  unfair  competi¬ 
tion,  conflicts  of  interests,  or  unsound 
banking  practices.”  Any  request  for  a 
hearing  on  this  question  should  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  summarizing 
the  evidence  the  person  requesting  the 
hearing  proposes  to  submit  or  to  elicit 
at  the  hearing  and  a  statement  of  the 
reasons  why  this  matter  should  not  be 
resolved  without  a  hearing. 

The  application  may  be  Inspected  at 
the  offices  of  the  Board  of  Governors  or 
at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  CTiicago. 

Any  views  or  requests  for  hearing 
should  be  submitted  in  writing  and  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary,  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  D.C,  20551,  not  later  than 
June  6, 1973. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  May  10,  1973. 

[seal]  Chester  B.  Feldberg, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[FR  Doc.73-9900  Filed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


MELLON  NATIONAL  CORP. 

Proposed  Acquisition  of  Carruth  Mortgage 
Co. 

Mellon  National  Corp.,  Pittsburgh,  Pa., 
has  applied,  pursuant  to  section  4(c)  (8) 
of  the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act  (12 
UJS.C.  1843(c)(8)  and  §  225.4(b)  (2)  of 
the  Board’s  regulation  Y,  for  permission 
to  acquire  voting  shares  of  Carruth  Mort¬ 
gage  Co.,  New  Orleans.  La.  Notice  of  the 
application  was  published  on  April  12, 
1973,  in  the  Times  Picayune,  a  news¬ 
paper  circulated  in  New  Orleans,  La., 
and  the  State-Times,  a  newspaper  cir¬ 
culated  in  Baton  Rouge.  La, 

Applicant  states  that  the  propo.sed 
subsidiary  would  engage  in  the  activities 
of  general  mortgage  banking  and  would 
act  as  an  Insurance  agent  in  the  offices 
of  Carruth  Mortgage  Co.  with  respect  to 
Insurance  directly  related  to  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  credit.  Including  specifically  flc^ 
Insurance,  mortgage  redemption  life  in¬ 
surance,  credit  accident,  and  health  in¬ 
surance,  and  Are.  and  extended  coverage 
Insurance  on  collateral  securing  the  ex¬ 
tensions  of  credit.  Such  activities  have 
been  specifled  by  the  Board  in  §  225.4(a) 
of  regulation  Y  as  permissible  for  bank 
holding  companies,  subject  to  Board  ap¬ 
proval  of  Individual  proposals  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  procedvu-es  of  §  225,4 
(b). 

Interested  persons  may  express  their 
views  on  the  question  whether  consum- 
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mation  of  the  proposal  can  “reasonably 
be  expected  to  produce  benefits  to  the 
public,  such  as  greater  convenience.  In¬ 
creased  competition,  or  gains  in  effi¬ 
ciency,  that  outweigh  possible  adverse 
effects,  such  as  undue  concentration  of 
resources,  decreased  or  imfair  competi¬ 
tion,  conflicts  of  interests,  or  unsoimd 
banking  practices.’*  Any  request  for  a 
hearing  on  this  question  should  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  summarizing 
the  evidence  the  person  requiting  the 
hearing  proposes  to  submit  or  to  elicit  at 
the  hearing  and  a  statement  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  why  this  matter  should  not  be  re¬ 
solved  without  a  hearing. 

The  application  may  be  inspected  at 
the  offices  of  the  Board  of  Governors  or 
at  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleve¬ 
land. 

Any  views  or  requests  for  hearing 
should  be  submitted  in  writing  and  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary,  Board  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  System,  Washington, 
D.C.  20551,  not  later  than  June  6,  1973. 

Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  System,  May  10, 1973. 

[seal]  Chester  B.  Feldberg, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Board. 

[PR  Doc.73-9899  Plied  5-17-73:8:45  amj 


INTERIM  COMPLIANCE  PANEL 
(COAL  MINE  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY) 

MONTEREY  OIL  CO. 

Application  for  Renewal  Permit;  Notice  of 

Opportunity  for  Public  Hearing 

Application  for  renewal  permit  for 
noncompliance  with  the  Interim  Manda¬ 
tory  Dust  Standard  (2.0  mg/m*)  has  been 
received  as  follows: 

ICP  Docket  No.  20169,  Monterey  Coal  Co., 
Monterey  No.  1  Mine,  USBM  ID  No.  11 
00726  0.  CarllnvUle,  Ill.: 

Section  ID  No.  008  (2d  north,  1st  main 
east). 

Section  ID  No.  009  (3d  north,  1st  main 
east) . 

Section  ID  No.  010  (4th  north,  1st 
main  east). 

Section  ID  No.  001-1  (main  east 
entries) . 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  202(b)  (4)  (30  U.S.C.  842(b)  (4) ) 
of  the  Federal  Coal  Mine  Health  and 
Safety  Act  of  1969  (83  Stat.  742,  et  seq.. 
Public  Law  91-173),  notice  is  hereby 
given  that  requests  for  public  hearing  as 
to  an  application  for  renewal  may  be 
filed  within  15  days  after  publication  of 
this  notice.  Requests  for  public  hearing 
must  be  filed  in  accordance  with  30  CFR 
part  505  (35  FR  11296,  July  15,  1970), 
as  amended,  copies  of  which  may  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  panel  on  request. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  available 
for  inspection  and  requests  for  public 
hearing  may  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
Correspondence  Control  Office,  Interim 
Compliance  Panel,  room  800,  1730  K 
Street  NW.,  W£ishlngton,  D.C.  20006. 

George  A.  Hornbeck, 
Chairman, 

Interim  Compliance  Panel. 

May  15,  1973. 

[FR  Doc.  73-9891  PUed  6-17-73;8:46  amJ 


OFFICE  OF  EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS 
ILLINOIS 

Amendment  to  Notice  of  Major  Disaster 

Notice  of  major  disaster  for  the  State 
of  Illinois,  dated  Aprfl  27,  1973,  and 
published  May  3, 1973  (38  FR  11013) ,  and 
amended  May  4,  1973,  and  published 
May  10,  1973  (38  FR  12260),  is  hereby 
further  amended  to  Include  the  follow¬ 
ing  counties  among  those  counties  deter¬ 
mined  to  have  been  adversely  affected  by 
the  catastrophe  declared  a  major  disas¬ 
ter  by  the  President  *in  his  declaration 
of  April  26,  1973: 

The  counties  of: 

Kankakee  Morgan 

Logan  Pulaski 

Menard 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance  Pro¬ 
gram  No.  50.002,  Disaster  Assistance.) 

Dated  May  14,  1973. 

Elmer  F.  Bennett, 

Acting  Director, 

Office  of  Emergency  Preparedness. 

[PR  Doc.73-9896  Plied  5-17-73:8:46  am] 


SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 

[Delegation  of  Authority  No.  12:  Rev.  1] 

ASSOCIATE  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR 
FINANCE  AND  INVESTMENT 

Delegation  of  Authority 

Delegation  of  Authority  No.  12  (37  FR 
20751)  is  hereby  revised  to  include  invest¬ 
ment  program  functions  and  to  reflect  a 
change  in  titles  from  “Associate  Admin¬ 
istrator  for  Financial  Assistance’’  to 
“Associate  Administrator  for  Finance 
and  Investment.’’  The  title  of  “Associate 
Administrator  for  Operations  and  In¬ 
vestment”  has  been  changed  to  “Asso¬ 
ciate  Administrator  for  Operations.” 
Delegation  of  Authority  No.  12  is  revised 
to  read  as  follows: 

1.  Pursuant  to  the  authority  vested  in 
the  Administrator  by  the  Small  Business 
Act,  72  Stat.  384,  as  amended;  the  Small 
Business  Investment  Act  of  1956,  72  Stat. 
689,  as  amended:  and  title  IV  of  the 
Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  78 
Stat.  526,  as  amended,  there  is  hereby 
delegated  to  the  Associate  Administrator 
for  Finance  and  Investment,  the  follow¬ 
ing  authority: 

A.  Financial  assistance  program. — 1. 
To  approve  or  decline  ^plications  for 
business,  development  company,  eco¬ 
nomic  opportxmity,  disaster,  and  all  other 
types  of  loans  authorized  to  be  made  by 
the  Agency,  including  reconsiderations 
thereof,  and  to  execute  authorizations 
and  modiflcations  pertaining  to  such 
loans. 

2.  To  cancel,  reinstate,  modify,  and 
amend  authorizations  for  loans. 

3.  To  determine  eligibility  of  loan, 
lease  guarantee,  and  surety  bond  appli¬ 
cants. 

4.  To  take  all  necessary  actions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  servicing,  administra¬ 
tion,  collection,  and  liquidation  of  all 
loans  (including  those  made  imder  the 
Small  Business  Investment  Act),  other 


obligations  and  acquired  property,  with 
the  exception  of  those  loans  classified  as 
in  litigration;  to  resolve  nonunanimous 
compromise  committee  recommenda¬ 
tions;  to  accept  or  reject  a  compromise 
settlement  of  an  indebtedness  owed  to 
the  Agency  for  a  sum  less  than  the  total 
amoimt  due  thereof,  but  is  not 
authorized: 

(a)  To  sell  any  primary  obligation  or 
other  evidence  of  indebtedness  owed  to 
the  Agency  for  a  sum  less  than  the  total 
amount  due  thereon. 

(b)  To  deny  liability  of  the  Small  Bus¬ 
iness  Administration  under  terms  of  a 
participation  or  guaranty  agreement,  or 
the  initiation  of  a  suit  for  recovery  from 
a  participation  or  guaranty  agreement. 

5.  To  take  all  necessary  actions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  liquidation  of  EDA 
loans  for  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

6.  To  take  all  necessary  actions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  servicing  (financial 
aspects)  of  certificates  of  competency 
and,  as  appropriate,  financial  aspects  of 
contracts  let  by  SBA  under  section  8(a) 
of  the  Small  Business  Act.  as  amendpH 

B.  Lease  guarantee  and  surety  bond 
programs. — 1.  To  approve  or  decline  ap¬ 
plications  for  the  guarantee  of  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  rents  under  a  lease  where 
aggregate  rentals  do  not  exceed  the  lesser 
of  $15,000  per  month  or  $2,500,000  over 
the  term  guaranteed. 

2.  To  guarantee  sureties  of  small  busi¬ 
ness  against  portions  of  losses  resulting 
from  the  breach  of  bid,  pasrment  or  per¬ 
formance  bonds  on  contracts  up  to 
$500,000. 

3.  To  enter  into  reinsurance  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  participating  insurance 
companies  and  to  modify  and  revise  the 
same  whenever  necessary. 

4.  To  approve  or  decline  applications 
for  reinsured  guarantees  received  from 
participating  insmance  companies  for 
the  payment  of  rents  under  a  lease  where 
the  SBA  share  of  such  participation  does 
not  exceed  the  lesser  of  $15,000  per 
month  or  $2,500,000  over  the  term 
guaranteed. 

5.  To  take  all  necessary  actions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  servicing,  administra¬ 
tion,  collection  and  payment  of  claims 
arising  under  insurance  policies  upon  de¬ 
fault  of  the  lessee. 

6.  To  approve  the  Investment  of 
moneys  in  the  lease  guarantee  revolving 
fimd  not  needed  for  the  payment  of  cur¬ 
rent  operating  expenses  or  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  claims  arising  under  the  lease 
guarantee  program,  in  bonds  or  other 
obligations  guaranteed  as  to  principal 
and  interest  by  the  United  States. 

7.  To  make  size  determinations  for  the 
purpose  of  lease  guarantee  and  surety 
bond  guarantee  programs. 

C.  406  program. — 1.  To  execute  grants, 
agreements,  and  contracts  providing  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance  to  public  or  private 
organizations  to  pay  all  or  part  of  the 
costs  of  the  following  kinds  of  projects 
designed  to  provide  technical  and  man¬ 
agement  assistance  to  individuals  to  en¬ 
terprises  eligible  for  assistance  under 
section  402  of  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  of  1964,  as  amended,  with  special 
attention  to  smsdl  business  concerns  lo- 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  38,  NO.  96— FRIDAY,  MAY  18,  1973 


13064 


NOTICES 


cated  in  urban  areas  of  high  concentra¬ 
tion  of  unemployed  or  low-income  indi¬ 
viduals  or  owned  by  low-income 
individuals 

(a)  Planning  and  research,  including 
feasibility  studies  and  market  research; 

(b)  The  identification  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  new  business  opportunities; 

(c)  The  establishment  and  strength¬ 
ening  of  business  service  agencies,  in¬ 
cluding  trade  associations  and  coopera¬ 
tives; 

(d)  The  encoiu^gement  of  the  place¬ 
ment  of  subcontracts  by  major  busi¬ 
nesses  with  small  business  concerns 
located  in  urban  areas  of  high  concen¬ 
tration  of  imemployed  or  low-income  in¬ 
dividuals  or  owned  by  low-income 
individuals,  including  the  provision  of 
incentives  and  assistance  to  such  major 
businesses  so  that  they  will  aid  in  the 
training  and  upgrading  of  potential  sub¬ 
contractors  or  other  small  business 
concerns; 

(e)  The  furnishing  of  business  coim- 
seling,  management  training,  and  legal 
and  other  related  services,  with  special 
«nphasis  on  the  development  of  manage¬ 
ment  training  programs  using  the  re¬ 
sources  of  the  business  community,  in¬ 
cluding  the  development  of  management 
training  opportunities  in  existing  busi¬ 
nesses,  and  with  emphasis  in  all  cases  up¬ 
on  providing  mansiganent  training  of 
sufficient  scope  and  duration  to  develop 
entreprenemdal  and  managerial  self-suf¬ 
ficiency  on  the  i>art  of  the  individuals 
served. 

D.  Investment  activities. — 1.  To  take 
any  and  all  actions  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  titles  I,  n,  and  m, 
of  the  Small  Business  Investment  Act  of 
1958,  as  amended,  and  of  the  regulations 
thereunder  as  amended  from  time  to 
time,  including  without  limitation  all 
necessary  action  in  connection  with  the 
servicing,  administration,  collection,  sale 
and  liquidation  of  partially  or  fvilly  dis¬ 
bursed  loans,  obligations  and  property 
(real,  personal,  or  mixed,  tangible  or  in¬ 
tangible)  held  by  or  assigned  to  SB  A 
and  arising  cut  of  activities  imder  said 
act,  and.  In  connection  therewith,  to  ac¬ 
cept  or  reject  offers  of  settlement  or  of 
compromise  for  cash,  credit,  or  property 
(real,  personal,  or  mixed,  tangible  or  in¬ 
tangible)  ,  and  to  exercise  in  the  name  of 
the  Administration  the  power  conferred 
on  the  Administraticxi  by  section  310  of 
said  act  to  issue  subpenas. 

n.  The  authority  delegated  herein  may 
be  redelegated. 

m.  The  authority  delegated  herein 
may  be  exercised  by  any  SBA  employee 
officially  designated  as  Acting  Associate 
Administration  for  Finance  and  Invest¬ 
ment. 

Effective  date. — February  2,  1973. 

Dated  May  11, 1973. 

Thomas  S.  Kleppe, 

Administrator. 

[FB  r)oc.73-»935  PUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


[Delegation  of  Authority  No.  14;  (Bev.  1)] 

ASSOCIATE  ADMINISTRATOR  FOR 
OPERATIONS 

Delegation  of  Authority 

Delegation  of  Authority  No.  14  (37 
FR  20752)  is  hereby  revised  to  effect  the 
transfer  of  investment  program  func¬ 
tions  to  the  Associate  Administrator  for 
Finance  and  Investment  and  to  effect  the 
change  of  title  from  “Associate  Adminis¬ 
trate'  for  (Operations  and  Investment’’ 
to  “Associate  Administrator  for  Opera¬ 
tions.”  As  revised,  delegation  of  authority 
No.  14,  revision  1,- reads  as  follows: 

1.  Pursuant  to  authority  vested  in  me 
by  the  Small  Business  Act,  72  Stat.  384, 
as  amended;  the  Small  Business  Invest¬ 
ment  Act  of  1958,  72  Stat.  689,  as 
amended;  and  title  IV  of  the  Economic 
Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  78  Stat.  526, 
as  amended,  the  following  authority  is 
her^y  delegated  to  the  Associated  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  Operations: 

A.  Field  activities. — 1.  To  take  neces¬ 
sary  actions  in  all  field  activities  as  pro¬ 
vided  to  regional  directors  in  delegation 
of  authority  No.  30,  revision  14  (37  PR 
12651),  as  amended,  which  is  herein  in¬ 
corporated  by  reference,  and  as  provided 
in  any  other  grrant  of  authority  by  the 
Admi^trator  in  order  to  assure  efficient 
operation  of  field  offices  in  the  Imple- 
mentatipn  of  SBA  programs. 

B.  Disaster  activities. — 1.  To  declare  a 
disaster  area  suid  period. 

2.  To  extend  the  original  disaster  pe¬ 
riod  resulting  from  a  disaster  declaration. 

3.  To  authorize  the  acceptance  of  dis¬ 
aster  loan  applications  after  expiration 
of  the  original  disaster  period  or  exten¬ 
sion  thereof. 

n.  The  authority  delegated  herein  may 
be  redelegated. 

in.  The  authority  delegated  herein 
may  be  exercised  by  any  employee  of¬ 
ficially  designated  as  Acting  Associate 
Adml^trator  for  Operations. 

Effective  date. — ^February  2,  1973. 

Dated  May  10, 1973. 

Thomas  S.  Kleppe, 
Administrator. 

IFB  Doc.73-9934  FUed  5-17-73;8:46  cun] 

TARIFF  COMMISSION 

[AA1921-116] 

IMPRESSION  FABRIC  OF  MANMADE  FIBER 
FROM  JAPAN 

Determination  of  No  Injury 

May  14,  1973. 

The  Treasury  Department  advised  the 
Tariff  Commission  on  February  13,  1973, 
that  impression  fabric  of  manmade  fiber 
from  Japan  is  being,  or  is  likely  to  be, 
sold  at  less  than  fair  value  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921, 
as  amended.  In  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  201(a)  of  the  Anti¬ 
dumping  Act  (19  U.S.C.  160(a)),  the 
Tariff  Commission  instituted  investiga¬ 
tion  No.  AA1921-116  to  determine 
whether  an  industry  in  the  United  States 


is  being  or  is  likely  to  be  injured,  or  is 
prevented  from  being  establish^,  by 
reason  of  the  importation  of  such  mer¬ 
chandise  into  the  United  States. 

A  public  hearing  was  held  April  3  and 
4,  1973.  Notice  of  the  Investigation  and 
heating  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  March  7,  1973  (38  FR  6241). 

In  arriving  at  a  determination  in  this 
case,  the  Commission  gave  due  consider¬ 
ation  to  all  written  submissions  from  in¬ 
terested  parties,  evidence  adduced  at  the 
hearing,  and  all  factual  information  ob¬ 
tained  by  the  Commission’s  staff  from 
questionnaires,  personal  interviews,  and 
other  sources. 

On  the  basis  of  the  investigation,  the 
Commission  has  unanimously  deter¬ 
mined  ‘  that  an  Industry  in  the  United 
States  is  not  being  injured  or  Is  not  likely 
to  be  injured,  or  is  not  being  prevented 
from  being  established,  by  reason  of  the 
Importation  of  impression  fabric  of  man¬ 
made  fiber  from  Japan,  sold,  or  likely  to 
be  sold,  at  less  than  fair  value  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921, 
as  amended. 

Statement  of  reasons. — The  Anti¬ 
dumping  Act,  1921,  as  amended,  requires 
that  the  Tariff  Commission  find  two  con¬ 
ditions  satisfied  before  It  can  make  an 
affirmative  determination.  First,  there 
must  be  injury  or  likelihood  of  Injury  to 
an  Industry  In  the  United  States,  or  an 
Industry  in  the  United  States  must  be 
prevented  from  being  established.  Sec¬ 
ond,  such  injury,  likelihood  of  injury,  or 
prevention  of  establishment  of  an  indus¬ 
try  *  must  be  by  reason  of  the  importa¬ 
tion  into  the  United  States  of  the  class  or 
kind  of  foreign  merchandise  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  has  determined  is 
being  or  Is  likely  to  be  sold  at  less  than 
fair  value  (LTFV).  In  our  judgment 
neither  of  the  aforementioned  conditions 
are  satisfied  In  the  Instant  case. 

In  its  finished  form  (l.e.,  when  slit  to 
specific  widths  and  inked)  Impression 
fabric  of  manmade  fiber  is  used  in  com¬ 
puters,  typewriters,  and  other  business 
machines  that  print.  Impression  fabric 
of  manmade  fiber  made  In  the  United 
States  Is  nearly  always  of  nylon.  It  is 
woven  to  exacting  specifications.  Sub¬ 
sequent  to  weaving,  the  greige  goods 
are  finished  (scoured)  and  then  slit 
to  use  width  before  sale  to  firms  that 
ink  the  slit  goods.  Thus  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  Impression  fabrics  in  the 
United  States  encompasses  weaving, 
finishing,  slitting,  and  Inking,  None 
of  the  Inkers — which  number  over 
60 — are  engaged  in  the  first  three  phases 
of  manufacture.  On  the  other^and,  some 
12  firms  are  engaged  in  one  or  more  of 
the  first  three  phases  of  manufacture; 
five  of  these  are  converters  who  purchase 
domestic  or  Imported  broad  goods  either 
in  the  greige  or  finished  state,  and  have 
the  finishing  and/or  slitting  performed 
on  contract  and  sell  the  slit  fabric  to  ink- 

1  Commissioner  Young  did  not  participate 
in  the  decision. 

■The  prevention  of  establishment  of  an 
Industry  Is  not  at  issue  In  this  case. 
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ers.  By  far  the  bulk  of  the  production  is 
by  two  concerns  which — through  manu¬ 
facture  or  exclusive  contract — retain 
control  of  the  product  through  finishing 
and  slitting.  The  principal  Inkers  to 
whom  the  sUt  fabrics  are  sold  are  manu- 
factiu*ers  of  the  business  machines  in 
which  the  inked  fabrics  are  used.  Few  of 
the  large  inkers  use  imported  impression 
fabrics  at  all,  and  none  of  them  use  them 
for  more  than  a  small  part  of  their 
requirements. 

Imports  of  impression  fabrics  of  man¬ 
made  fiber  are  obtained  almost  exclu¬ 
sively  from  Jaimn  and  consist  of  broad 
goods  ( 45  inches  wide)  for  slitting  in  the 
United  States  as  well  as  slit  fabric  ready 
for  use  by  inkers.  In  the  period  covered 
by  the  Treasiuy  Investigation,  from  Sep¬ 
tember  1971  through  February  1972, 
there  were  three  Japanese  suppliers.  One 
of  these  encountered  commercial  difficul¬ 
ties  before  August  15,  1971,  and  practi¬ 
cally  withdrew  from  the  market  by  the 
end  of  the  year,  before  the  start  of  the 
Treasury  investigation  on  February  24, 
1972.  The  quantity  furnished  from  Japan 
was  already  small  in  relation  to  U.S.  con¬ 
sumption  of  impression  fabric,  and  with 
an  Increase  in  ccxismnption  and  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  one  of  the  three  Japanese  sup¬ 
pliers  in  1972,  it  was  less  than  half  as 
large  as  in  1971. 

Because  of  the  difference  in  delivery 
time,  the  difference  in  the  kind  of  fabric, 
and  the  difficulties  associated  with  direct 
importation,  the  imported  fabric  gener¬ 
ally  commanded  a  price  10  to  15  percent 
less  than  the  domestic  prior  to  August 

1971.  The  difference  narrowed  after 
August  1971  and  It  was  almost  removed 
on  some  transactions  late  in  1972,  as  the 
dollar  equivalent  of  the  Japanese  price 
increased  with  the  increase  in  the  ex¬ 
change  value  of  the  yen. 

The  Treasury  foimd  that  total  sales  to 
the  United  States  by  the  three  Japanese 
suppliers  were  made  at  less  than  home- 
market  value  in  the  6  months  covered  by 
its  investigation,  from  September  1971  to 
February  1972.  The  margin  below  home- 
market  value  on  the  slit  fabric  from  one 
of  the  Jai>anese  suppliers  was  small,  and 
Imports  from  that  source  continued 
through  March  1973,  notwithstanding 
the  suspension  of  appraisement  in  No¬ 
vember  1972,  when  liability  to  antidump¬ 
ing  duty  would  begin.  The  margin  on  the 
fabric  from  the  other  supplier,  on  the 
other  hand,  was  large,  and  new  orders 
ceeised  with  the  suspension  of  appraise¬ 
ment,  although  imports  ccxitlnued  into 
February  1973  in  fulfillment  of  an  earlier 
order. 

Sales  of  domestically  manufactured 
Impression  fabric  to  Inkers,  as  r^wrted 
by  slitters  and  converters,  show  a  strong, 
if  irregular,  upward  trend.  They  in¬ 
creased  from  19  Myd’  in  1968  to  26  mil¬ 
lion  in  1969,  declined  to  22  Myd’  in  1970 
and  1971,  and  increased  to  32  Myd*  in 

1972,  when  they  were  three-fomths  again 
as  large  as  in  1968.  The  interruption  of 
the  upward  trend  is  owing  less  to  the  in¬ 
crease  in  imports  of  impression  fabric 
than  to  the  general  decline  in  business 
activity  in  the  United  States,  amplified  by 


the  leveling  off  and  decline  in  sales  and 
rentals  of  business  machines  which  use 
inked  ribbon. 

The  demand  for  impression  fabric  out¬ 
ran  the  supply  in  1969  and  again  in  1972, 
when  closing  inventory  at  the  weaving 
mills  in  relation  to  sales  was  the  lowest 
in  the  5-year  period  beginning  in  1968 
for  which  the  information  was  obtained. 
Unfilled  orders  at  the  weaving  mills  in 
December  1972  were  equivalent  to  3 
months’  production.  Information  sup¬ 
plied  to  the  Commission  indicated  that 
large  users  of  the  slit  fabric  continued  to 
receive  regular  deliveries  as  before,  but 
small  users  and  those  not  regularly  sup¬ 
plied  reported  difficulty  in  placing  orders. 

Prices  for  impression  fabric  are  negoti¬ 
ated  and  differ  among  customers  as  well 
as  from  one  supplier  to  another.  There 
was  apparently  a  slight  increase  in  prices 
in  1969,  during  a  shortage  of  impression 
fabric,  followed  by  a  slight  r^uction 
imtil  late  1972,  when  there  was  an  in¬ 
crease  to  about  the  same  level  as  in  1968. 
The  small  reduction  in  prices  after  1969 
was  in  response  to  a  slack-demand  situa¬ 
tion  and  was  accompanied  by  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  20  percent  In  the  price  of  the 
nylon  yams  that  the  weavers  pwchase. 

Net  sales  of  impression  fabric  of  man¬ 
made  fiber  by  weavers  and  slitters  (ex¬ 
cluding  converters)  in  the  aggregate 
rose  from  $19  million  in  1968  to  $25  mil¬ 
lion  in  1969  and  1970,  declined  to  $22 
million  in  1971,  and  rose  to  $31  million 
in  1972.  The  ratio  of  net  (H>erating  profits 
to  net  sales  rose  from  9.2  percent  in  1968 
to  10.8  percent  in  1969,  declined  to  8.2 
percent  and  5.9  percent  in  1970  and  1971, 
respectively,  and  rose  to  9.6  percent  in 
1972.  In  each  year  such  ratio  for  weavers 
was  substantially  higher  than  for  slitters. 
The  favorable  operating  experience  of 
the  two  groups  combined  occurred  despite 
losses  reported  by  two  concerns  in  1  or  2 
years  duiing  the  period  1968-72. 

The  strong  upward  trend  in  the  market 
for  impression  fabric  obviates  the  likeli¬ 
hood  of  injury  to  an  industry  in  the 
United  States.  Moreover,  certain  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  textile  agreement  with 
Japan — the  intent  of  which  is  to  fore¬ 
close  disruptions  in  the  U.S.  market — 
include  Impression  fabrics  of  manmade 
fibers.  Of  the  impression  fabric  impoiied, 
85  percent  (that  more  than  12  Inches 
wide)  is  included  amcHig  the  products -in 
category  210  of  that  agreement,  exports 
of  which  are  to  be  restricted  to  105  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Imports  to  the  United  States 
in  the  most  recent  12-month  period  for 
which  the  information  is  available  if 
they  “are  increasing  so  as  to  cause  or 
threaten  to  cause  disruption  in  the 
United  States  market.” 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  have 
made  a  negative  determination. 

By  order  of  the  Commission.* 

[seAlI  Kenneth  R.  Mason, 

Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.73-9937  Piled  5-17-73:8:45  am] 

*  Commissioner  Ablondl  concurs  In  the 
result. 


[AA1921-115] 

SYNTHETIC  METHIONINE  FROM  JAPAN 
Determination  of  Injury 

May  14.  1973. 

On  February  13,  1973,  the  Tariff  Com¬ 
mission  received  advice  from  the  Treas¬ 
ury  Department  that  “synthetic  methio¬ 
nine  from  Japan  is  being,  or  is  likely  to 
be,  sold  at  less  than  fair  value”  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Antidumping  Act  of 
1921,  as  amended  (19  U.S.C.  160(a)).  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  Commission  on  Febru¬ 
ary  20,  1973,  instituted  investigation  No. 
AA1921-115  under  section  201(a)  of  that 
act,  to  determine  whether  an  industry  in 
the  United  States  is  being,  or  is  likely  to 
be  injured,  or  is  prevented  from  being 
established,  by  reason  of  the  importation 
of  such  synthetic  methionine  into  the 
United  States. 

A  public  hearing  was  held  on  April  19. 
1973.  Notice  of  the  investigation  and 
hearing  was  published  originally  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  February  26,  1973 
(38  FR  5212) .  Notice  of  the  rescheduling 
of  the  hearing  date  from  April  10.  1973, 
to  April  19,  1973,  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  March  7,  1973  (38 
FR  6242) . 

In  arriving  at  its  determination,  the 
Commission  gave  due  consideration  to  all 
written  submissions  from  Interested  par¬ 
ties,  evidence  adduced  at  the  hearing, 
and  aU  factual  information  obtained  by 
the  Commission’s  staff  from  resp<Hises 
to  questionnaires,  personal  interviews, 
and  other  sources. 

On  the  basis  of  the  investigation,  the 
Commission  has  unanimously  deter¬ 
mined*  that  an  industry  in  the  United 
States  is  being  injiu^  by  reason  of  the 
importation  of  synthetic  methionine 
from  Japan,  sold,  or  likely  to  be  sold,  at 
less  than  fair  value  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Antidumping  Act,  1921,  as 
amended. 

Statement  of  reasons.  The  Antldumi>- 
Ing  Act,  1921,  as  amended,  imposes  two 
conditions  which  must  be  satisfied  before 
an  affirmative  determination  can  be 
made.  First,  there  must  be  injury  or  like¬ 
lihood  of  Injury  to  an  industry  in  the 
United  States,  or  an  Industry  in  the 
United  States  must  be  prevented  from 
being  established.  Second,  such  injury 
(or  likelihood  of  injury  or  prevention  of 
establishment),  must  be  “by  reason  of” 
the  importation  into  the  United  States  of 
the  class  or  kind  of  foreign  merchandise 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  has  deter¬ 
mined  is  being,  or  is  likely  to  be,  sold  at 
less  than  fair  value  (LTFV) . 

In  our  judgment  the  aforementioned 
conditions  are  satisfied  in  the  instant 
case.  Accordingly,  we  have  made  an  af¬ 
firmative  determination — that  an  indus¬ 
try  in  the  United  States  is  being  Injured  * 
by  reason  of  imports  of  synthetic  methi- 

^  vice  Chairman  Parker  did  not  participate 
In  the  decision. 

*  Since  injury  Is  found.  It  is  unnecessary 
for  an  affirmative  determination  to  make  a 
finding  as  to  likelihood  of  Injury  or  preven¬ 
tion  of  establishment  of  an  industry. 
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onine  from  Japan  being  sold  at  less  than 
fair  value.* 

Synthetic  D.L-methionine  and  the  cal¬ 
cium  salt  of  methionine  hydroxy  analog 
are  used  primarily  In  poultry  feed.  They 
are  completely  Interchangeable  In  poul¬ 
try  feed,  but  the  hydroxy  analog  cannot 
be  used  in  the  manufacture  of  pharma¬ 
ceuticals  and  in  the  human  diet. 

In  this  case  the  domestic  industry 
found  to  be  injured  consists  of  those  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  United  States  devoted  to 
the  production  of  methionine  and  its 
hydroxy  analog.  Since  1969,  cmly  the  lat¬ 
ter  form  of  methionine  has  been  manu¬ 
factured  in  the  United  States,  and  by 
only  two  companies.  Virtually  all  of  the 
domestically  produced  methionine  is  used 
in  poultry  fe^. 

The  Treasury  Department’s  investiga¬ 
tion  covered  imports  of  ssmthetic  methi¬ 
onine  by  three  Japanese  firms  over  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  7  months  in  1972.  It  showed  that 
all  three  firms  made  sales  at  less  than 
fair  value,  and  that  the  margins  of  dump¬ 
ing — ^i.e.,  the  difference  between  fair 
value  and  LTF’V  sales  prices — were  sub¬ 
stantial  and  existed  on  virtually  all  im¬ 
port  entries  investigated.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  price  competition  from 
such  sales  in  the  United  States  enabled 
Japanese  importers  to  make  substantial 
inroads  into  the  UjS.  market. 

Market  penetration. — Japanese  methi¬ 
onine  held  2  percent  of  the  domestic  mar¬ 
ket  in  1966,  18  percent  in  1968,  and  more 


•Commissioner  Moore  agrees  that  an  In¬ 
dustry  In  the  United  States  is  being  injured 
by  reason  of  the  Importation  and  sales  at 
less  than  fair  value  of  synthetic  (DJj-) 
methionine  from  Japan.  However,  he  believes 
that  the  Injury  to  an  Industry  in  the  United 
States  is  not  caused  by  reason  of  less-than- 
falr-value  sales  of  Japanese  Imports  to  the 
Ell  LUly  Co.  DJi-methlonlne,  now  Imported 
from  Japan,  Is  the  only  form  of  methionine 
which  fulfills  that  company’s  requirements  In 
the  manufacture  of  certain  pharmaceuticals 
or  lifesaving  antibiotics  for  human  consump¬ 
tion.  According  to  Information  available  to 
the  Commission,  other  U.S.  pharmaceutical 
companies  will  soon  require  D,L-methionine 
in  the  manufacture  of  these  life-saving  medi¬ 
cines.  Commissioner  Moore  believes  that  the 
United  States  Industry  described  In  the  Com¬ 
mission's  statement  of  reasons  does  not  pro¬ 
duce,  or  have  available  for  sale,  the  kind  of 
methionine  Imported  from  Japan  which  Is  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Ell  Lilly  Co.,  or  may  be  re¬ 
quired  by  other  pharmaceutical  companies 
In  the  future  for  the  production  of  life¬ 
saving  medicines  for  human  consumption. 
Accordingly,  he  concludes  that  an  Industry 
In  the  United  States  Is  not  being,  nor  likely 
to  be,  injured  or  prevented  from  being  es¬ 
tablished  by  reason  of  less-than-falr-value 
sales  of  O.L-methionine  from  Japan  for  use 
In  making  medicines  for  human  consumption. 

Commissioners  Leoriard  and  Toung,  do  not 
believe  any  distinction  should  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  use.  First,  there  Is  a  possibility  that 
some  pharmaceutical  company  might  resell 
part  of  Its  methionine  import^  at  LTFV  to 
the  poultry  or  feed-mill  Industry  and  thus 
Indirectly  cause  Injury  to  the  domestic  In¬ 
dustry.  Second,  the  continued  sale  of  any 
LTFV  Imports  would  tend  to  discourage  the 
initiation  of  UH.  production  of  DJi- 
methlonlne. 


than  20  percent  in  1971  and  1972.  Al¬ 
though  the  official  record  shows  that  im¬ 
ports  from  Japan  were  smaller  in  1972, 
than  in  1971,  there  is  evidence  that  a 
substantial  amount  of  the  1971  imports 
remained  unsold  at  the  end  of  that  year 
and  exerted  pressure  on  the  market  in 
1972. 

Vndercapacity  of  domestic  industry. 
Operating  at  100  percent  of  capacity,  the 
U.S.  producers  could  supply  little  more 
than  half  the  domestic  demand  for 
methionine  and  its  hydroxy  analog.  Yet, 
in  1972,  the  competition  from  Japanese 
and  other  imports  was  such  that  both 
UJS.  producers  operated  considerably 
below  capacity,  and  their  sales  were  less 
than  their  production.  Data  from  the  pro¬ 
ducers  indicate  that  if  they  had  oi>erated 
close  to  capacity,  direct  domestic  employ¬ 
ment  would  have  been  increased  15  to  20 
percent. 

Price  depression  and  lost  sales.  The 
price  for  synthetic  methionine  has  been 
periodically  depressed,  particularly  in 
1969,  and  in  1972.  Domestic  producers’ 
prices  were  forced  down  in  part  to  meet 
the  competition  of  the  Japanese  product. 
In  some  cases  sales  were  lost  by  domestic 
producers;  in  others  the  dcanestic  pro¬ 
ducers  held  their  customers  only  by 
negotiating  CMislderably  reduced  prices. 
That  is,  several  purchasers  stated  that 
the  declining  methionine  prices  during 
most  of  1972,  were  caused  primarily  by 
low-price  offers  from  sellers  of  synthetic 
methionine  from  Japan.  One  of  the  U.S. 
producers  cited  33  Instances  in  1972  (42 
instances  since  mid- 1969),  where  low- 
price  offers  from  sellers  of  methionine 
from  Japan,  mostly  in  the  first  part  of 
1972,  led  either  to  loss  of  sales  to  the  cus¬ 
tomer  in  question  or  to  a  reduction  in 
price  to  hold  the  customer:  The  informa¬ 
tion  from  this  producer  was  generally 
consistoit  with  the  data  obtained  from 
individual  purchasers,  from  the  import¬ 
ers  of  synthetic  methionine  from  Japan, 
and  from  the  other  U.S.  producers.  In 
total,  these  data  covered  a  3-  to  6-year 
period  with  major  emphasis  in  1972.  'The 
Commission — ^taking  into  account  the 
fact  that  each  Uj5.  producer  has  also  lost 
sales  and  reduced  prices  owing  to  com- 
F>etition  with  its  domestic  rival  and  with 
French  and  German  importers  as  well 
as  the  Japanese — ^has  been  able  to  verify 
that  LTFV  imports  from  Japan  were 
the  most  important  single  cause  of  price 
depression. 

Reduced  profitability  of  domestic  pro^ 
ducers.  The  average  annual  imit  value  of 
sales  of  the  U.S.  methionine  Industry  fell 
by  more  than  13c/lb  from  1971  to  1972.* 
■V^ile  the  decline  did  not  lower  the 
profits  of  the  U.S.  Industry  disastrously, 
it  caused  a  substantial  reduction  from 
the  profit  level  of  previous  years,  and  it 
resulted  largely  from  the  sales  at  LTFV 
described  in  the  preceding  p>aragraph. 

Conclusion.  On  the  basis  of  the  forego¬ 
ing,  we  have  determined  that  an  industry 


•Methionine  hydroxy  analog  prices  have 
been  converted  to  DJj-methlonlne  basis. 


in  the  United  States  is  being  injimed  by 
reason  of  imports  of  synthetic  methio¬ 
nine  from  Japan  sold,  or  likely  to  be  sold, 
at  less  than  fair  value. 

By  order  of  the  Commission.* 

[seal]  Kenneth  R.  Mason, 

Secretary. 

|PR  Doc.73-9936  Plied  5-17-73:8:46  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration 

STANDARDS  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  ON 
AGRICULTURE 

Notice  of  Meetings 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Stand¬ 
ards  Advisory  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
established  under  section  7(b)  of  the  Wil¬ 
liams -Steiger  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Act  of  1970  (29  U.S.C.  656) ,  its 
subcommittee  on  mfichinery  guarding, 
and  its  new  subcommittees  on  nuisance 
dusts,  personal  protective  equipment, 
livestock  handling,  and  farm  safety  edu¬ 
cation,  will  meet  on  Thursday,  Jime  7, 
1973  starting  at  8:30  a.m.,  and  on  Friday, 
June  8,  1973,  starting  at  8:15  a.m.,  in 
rooms  107  A,  B,  and  C  of  the  main  labor 
building,  14th  Street  and  Constitution 
Avenue  NW,  Washington,  D.C. 

The  agenda  provides  for  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  to  meet  in  an  introductory  session 
each  day  after  which  the  subcommittees 
will  meet  in  separate  sessions  to  develop 
recommendations  for  occupational  safety 
and  health  standards  in  their  respective 
subject  areas.  The  Subcommittee  on 
Farm  Safety  Education  will  be  concerned 
with  recommendations  for  the  training 
of  farm  employers  and  farm  employees  in 
agricultural  safety  standards.  The  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Machinery  Guarding  ex¬ 
pects  to  make  its  final  report  to  the  full 
committee  for  final  consideration  and 
recommendation.  On  June  8,  1973,  the 
full  committee  will  receive  and  consider 
any  other  interim  or  final  reports  from 
any  of  the  subcommittees. 

The  meetings  shall  be  open  to  the  pub¬ 
lic.  Written  data,  views,  or  arguments 
concerning  the  subjects  to  be  considered 
may  be  filed,  together  with  20  copies 
thereof,  with  the  committee’s  executive 
secretary  by  Jime  4,  1973.  Any  such  sub¬ 
missions,  timely  received,  will  be  provided 
to  the  members  of  the  committee  and 
will  be  Included  in  the  record  of  the 
meeting. 

Persons  wishing  to  orally  address  the 
committee  at  the  meeting  should  submit 
a  written  request  to  be  heard,  together 
with  20  copies  thereof,  to  the  executive 
secretary  no  later  than  June  4,  1973.  The 
request  must  contain  a  short  summary  of 
the  intended  presentation  and  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  amount  of  time  that  will  be 
needed.  At  the  meeting  the  chairman 
will  annoimce  whether  oral  presenta¬ 
tions  will  be  allowed,  and,  if  so,  under 
what  conditions. 


■  OcMnmlaBloner  Ableiull  concun  In  the  r»- 
■ult. 
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Communications  to  the  executive  sec¬ 
retary  should  be  addressed  as  follows: 

Executive  Secretary,  Standards  Advisory 
Committee  on  Agriculture  08HA-08MC, 
Railway  Labor  BuUdlng,  room  609,  UJ3. 
Department  of  Labor,  Washington,  D.C. 
20210. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.  this  14th 
day  of  May  1973. 

John  Stender, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor. 
[FR  Doc.73-10018  Plied  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


STANDARDS  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  ON 
NOISE 

Notice  of  Meetings 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  Stand¬ 
ards  Advisory  Committee  on  Noise,  estab¬ 
lished  under  section  7(b)  of  the  Wil- 
liams-Stelger  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Act  of  1970  (29  UH.C.  656) ,  will 
meet  on  Wednesday,  May  30,  1973,  and 
Thursday,  May  31,  1973,  starting  at  9 
a.m.  each  day,  in  hearing  room  B,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  12th  and 
Constitution  Avenue  NW.,  Washington, 
D.C. 

The  agenda  provides  for  discussion  and 
recommendations  by  the  committee  on 
working  draft  I  of  a  revised  occupational 
safety  and  health  standard  on  noise. 
Consideration  will  Include,  among  other 
subjects,  medical  surveillance,  adminis¬ 
trative  and  engineering  controls,  per¬ 
sonal  protective  equipment,  and  moni¬ 
toring  requirements.  On  May  31,  the 
committee  will  break  into  informal  work¬ 
ing  groups  to  draft  sections  of  working 
draft  n.  Later  that  day,  the  working 
groups  will  make  their  reports  to  the  full 
committee. 

TTie  meetings  shall  be  open  to  the  pub¬ 
lic.  Written  data,  views,  or  arguments 
concerning  the  subjects  to  be  considered 
may  be  hied,  together  with  20  copies 
thereof,  with  the  Committee’s  Executive 
Secretjuy  by  May  29,  1973.  Any  such 
submissions,  timely  received,  will  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  the  members  of  the  Committee 
and  will  be  included  in  the  record  of  the 
meeting. 

Persons  wishing  to  orally  address  the 
Committee  at  the  meeting  should  submit 
a  written  request  to  be  heard,  together 
with  20  copies  thereof,  to  the  Executive 
Secretary  no  later  than  May  29,  1973. 
The  request  must  contain  a  short  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  intended  presentation  and  an 
estimate  of  the  amount  of  time  that  will 
be  needed.  At  the  meeting  the  chairman 
will  announce  whether  oral  presenta¬ 
tions  will  be  allowed,  and,  if  so,  xmder 
what  conditions. 

Communications  to  the  Executive 
Secretary  should  be  addressed  as 
follows: 

Executive  Secretary,  Standards  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Noise  08HA-0SMC,  RaUway 
Labor  BuOdlng,  room  600,  UJ3.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor,  Washington,  D.C.  20210. 


Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  17th 
day  of  May  1973. 

John  Stender, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor. 

[PR  Doc.73-10070  Piled  6-17-73;  9:43  am] 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

[Notice  245] 

ASSIGNMENT  OF  HEARINGS 

May  15,  1973. 

Cases  assigned  for  hearing,  postpone¬ 
ment,  cancellation,  or  oral  argument  ap¬ 
pear  below  and  will  be  published  only 
once.  This  list  cfmtains  prospective  as¬ 
signments  only  and  does  not  include 
cases  previously  assigned  hearing  dates. 
The  hearings  will  be  on  the  Issues  as 
presently  reflected  in  the  ofacial  docket 
of  the  Commission.  An  attempt  will  be 
made  to  publish  notices  of  cancellation 
of  hearings  as  promptly  as  possible,  but 
Interested  parties  should  take  appropri¬ 
ate  steps  to  insure  that  they  are  notifled 
of  cancellation  or  postponements  of 
hearings  in  which  they  are  interested. 
No  amendments  will  be  entertained  after 
the  date  of  this  publication. 

MC  82492  BUb  81,  Michigan  &  Nebraska 
Transit  Co.,  Inc.,  now  being  assigned  hear¬ 
ing  June  11,  1973,  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  in  a 
hearing  room  to  be  later  designated. 
MC-P-11636,  Briggs  Transportation  Co. — 
purchase  (portion) — Hennls  Freight  Lines, 
Inc.,  of  Nebraska,  MC-P-11694,  All- 
American  Transport,  Inc. — purchase  (por¬ 
tion) — Hennls  Freight  Lines,  Inc.,  of  Ne¬ 
braska,  and  MC-F-11702,  Illinois  California 
Express,  Inc. — purchase  (portion) — Hennls 
Freight  Lines,  Inc.,  of  Nebraska,  now  being 
assigned  continued  hearings  July  9,  1973 
(1  week),  at  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  and  July  16, 
1973  (1  week),  at  Omaho,  Nebr.,  in  hear¬ 
ing  rooms  to  later  designated. 

MC  113678  subs.  469,  470,  471,  481,  482.  483, 
Ciui:ls,  Inc.,  now  assigned  June  25,  1973, 
will  be  held  In  room  B-2231,  26  Federal 
Plaza,  New  York,  N.T. 

AB-5  sub  75.  George  P.  Baker,  Richard  C. 
Bond,  and  Jervlse  Langdon,  Jr.,  trustees  of 
the  property  of  Penn  Central  Transportation 
Co.,  debtor,  abandonment  between  William¬ 
son  and  Union  HUl,  Wayne  County,  N.Y., 
continued  to  June  14,  1973,  at  the  offices  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C. 

MC  108449  sub  337,  Indianhead  Truck  Line, 
Inc.,  now  assigned  June  13,  1973,  at  St. 
Paul,  Minn.,  Is  canceled  and  the  applica¬ 
tion  is  dismissed.  . 

AB-5  sub  102,  George  P.  Baker,  Richard  C. 
Bond,  and  Jervis  Langdon,  Jr.,  trustees  of 
the  property  of  Penn  Central  TransportU- 
tlon  Co.,  debtor,  abandonment  between 
Centerville  and  Lytle,  Warren  and  Mont¬ 
gomery  Counties,  Ohio,  continued  to  June 
12,  1973,  at  the  offices  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  Washington,  D.C. 
AB-5  sub  138,  George  P.  Baker,  Richard  C. 
Bond,  and  Jervis  Langdon,  Jr.,  trustees  of 
the  property  of  Penn  Central  Tram^wrta- 
tion  Co.,  debtor,  abandonment  operations 
portion.  Fort  Wayne  Bramch,  between  Lynn 
and  Ridgevllle. 

Randolph  County,  Ind.,  and  AB-6  sub  139, 
George  P.  Baker,  Richard  C.  Bond,  and 
Jervis  Langdon,  Jr.,  trustees  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  Penn  Central  Transpmiatlon  Co., 
debtor,  abandonment  operations  portion, 
Ridgevllle  Secondary  Track,  between  Port¬ 


land  and  Monroe,  Jay  Adams  Ck>imties, 
Ind.,  now  being  assigned  bearing  July  25, 
1973  (3  days) ,  at  Portland,  Ind.,  In  a  hear¬ 
ing  room  to  be  later  designated. 

MC-106045  sub  39,  R.  L.  Jeffries  Trucking  Co., 
Inc.,  and  MC-1 12304  sub  62,  Ace  Doran 
Hauling  &  Rigging  Co.,  now  being  assigned 
hearing  July  30.  1973  (1  day),  at  Detroit, 
Mloih.,  In  a  hearing  room  to  be  later  desig¬ 
nated. 

MC-121082  sub  5,  Allied  Delivery  System, 
Inc.,  now  being  assigned  hearing  July  31, 
1973  (3  days) ,  at  Detroit,  Mich.,  In  a  hear¬ 
ing  room  to  be  later  designated. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

-  [FR  Doc.73-9955  Piled  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


[Notice  274] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  BOARD  TRANSFER 
PROCEEDINGS 

Synopses  of  orders  entered  by  the 
Motor  Carrier  Board  of  the  Commission 
pursuant  to  sections  212(b),  206(a), 
211,  312(b),  and  410(g)  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  and  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  thereunder  (49  CFR 
part  1132),  appear  below: 

Each  application  (except  as  otherwise 
specifically  noted)  filed  after  March  27, 

1972,  contains  a  statement  by  applicants 
that  there  will  be  no  significant  effect  on 
the  quality  of  the  human  environment 
resulting  from  approval  of  the  applica¬ 
tion.  As  provided  in  the  Commission’s 
special  rules  of  practice  any  interested 
person  may  file  a  petition  seeking  recon¬ 
sideration  of  the  following  numbered 
proceedings  on  or  before  Jime  7,  1973. 
Pursuant  to  section  17(8)  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act,  the  filing  of  such  a 
petition  will  postpone  the  effective  date 
of  the  order  in  that  proceeding  pending 
its  disposition.  The  matters  relied  upon 
by  petitioners  must  be  specified  In  their 
petitions  with  particularity. 

No.  MC-PC-74316.  By  order  of  May  11. 

1973,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  River  Cartage  Co.,  Inc., 
National  City,  HI.,  of  the  operating  rights 
in  certificate  No.  MC-7099  issued  July  13, 

1972,  to  John  F.  Scott,  doing  business 
as  River  Cartage,  .Aurora,  Ill.,  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  transportation  of  general  com¬ 
modities,  with  exceptions,  between 
points  in  the  St.  Louis,  Mo.-East  St. 
Louis,  HI.,  commercial  zone.  James  R. 
Madler,  1255  North  Sandburg  Terrace, 
Chicago,  HI.  60616,  attorney  for 
applicants. 

No.  MC-PC-74373.  By  order  of  May  11, 

1973,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Adams  Trucking,  Inc. 
Webster  City,  Iowa,  of  certificates  Nos. 
MC-106707  and  subs  2,  3,  and  5,  Issued 
October  24,  1949.  March  29,  1962,  July  7. 
1964,  and  April  29,  1970,  to  O,  T.  Adams, 
doing  business  as  Mike  Adams  Trucking, 
Eagle  Grove,  Iowa,  authorizing  the 
transportation  of  various  specified  com¬ 
modities  from,  to  and  between,  specified 
points  in  Iowa,  HUnois,  Nebraska,  Minne¬ 
sota,  Kansas,  Montana,  and  Wyoming. 
Patrick  B.  Chambers,  623  Second  Street, 
Webster  City,  Iowa,  attorney  for 
applicants. 


No.  96— J>t.  I - 9 
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No.  MC-FC-74387.  By  order  of  May  11, 
1973,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  approved 
the  transfer  of  Robesonia  Movers,  Inc., 
Robesonia,  Pa.,  of  that  portion  of  cer¬ 
tificate  No.  MC-46964  issued  Novem¬ 
ber  16,  1942,  to  Maurer's  Express,  Inc., 
Reading,  Pa.,  authorizing  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  household  goods,  as  defined,  be¬ 
tween  F>oints  in  Berks  County,  Pa.,  on 
the  one  hand,  and,  on  the  other,  points 
in  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Delaware, 
Maryland,  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
within  150  miles  of  Reading,  Pa.  Maxwell 
A.  Howell.  1511  K  Street  NW.,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20005,  applicants’  attorney. 

No.  MC-FC-74410.  By  order  of  May  11, 
1973,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  approved 
the  transfer  to  Merrill  Davenport, 
Creston,  Iowa,  of  certificate  No.  MC- 
26920  issued  February  5,  1941,  to  Gerald 
Beatty,  Prescott,  low'a,  authorizing  the 
transportation  of  various  specified  com¬ 
modities  between  specified  points  in 
Iowa,  Missouri,  and  Nebraska,  over  de¬ 
scribed  routes.  Kenneth  F.  Dudley,  611 
Church  Street,  P.O.  Box  279,  Ottumwa, 
Iowa  52501,  applicants’  representative. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR. Doc.73-9954  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


[Notice  63] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  TEMPORARY 
AUTHORITY  APPLICATIONS 

May  11.  1973. 

The  following  are  notices  of  filing  of 
application,  except  as  otherwise  specifi¬ 
cally  noted,  each  applicant  states  that 
there  will  be  no  significant  effect  on  the 
quality  of  the  human  environment  re¬ 
sulting  from  approval  of  its  application, 
for  temporary  authority  under  section 
210a(a)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
provided  for  under  the  new  rules  of  Ex 
parte  No.  MC-67  (49  CFR  part  1131), 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  issue 
of  April  27,  1965,  effective  July  1,  1965, 
These  rules  provide  that  protests  to  the 
granting  of  an  application  must  be  filed 
with  the  field  official  named  in  the 
Federal  Register  publication,  on  or  be¬ 
fore  June  4,  1973.  One  copy  of  such  pro¬ 
tests  must  be  served  on  the  applicant,  or 
its  authorized  representative,  if  any,  and 
the  protests  must  certify  that  such  serv¬ 
ice  has  been  made.  The  protests  must 
be  specific  as  to  the  service  which  such 
Protestant  can  and  will  offer,  and  must 
consist  of  a  signed  original  and  six 
copies. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  on  file,  and 
can  be  examined  at  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Washington,  D.C.,  and  also  in 
field  office  to  which  protests  are  to  be 
transmitted. 

Motor  Carriers  of  Property 

No.  MC  297  (sub-No.  4  TA),  filed 
May  3,  1973.  Applicant:  WOODLAND 
'TRUCK  LINE,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  601,  Wood¬ 
land,  Wash.  98674.  Applicant’s  represent¬ 
ative:  Lawrence  V.  Smart,  Jr.,  419  NW. 
23d,  Portland,  Oreg.  97210,  Authority 
sought  to  (HJerate  as  a  common  carrier. 


by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transp>orting:  (A)  Paper  products  and 
door  components,  from  Woodland,  Wash., 
to  points  in  Oregon,  and  (B)  lumber, 
from  points  in  Oregon,  to  Woodland, 
Wash.,  for  180  days.  Supporting  shipper: 
Down  River  Forest  Products,  Inc.,  1497 
Dowm  River  Drive,  Woodland,  Wash. 
98674.  Send  protests  to:  District  Super¬ 
visor  W.  J.  Huetig,  Bureau  of  Operations, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  450 
Multnomah  Building,  319  SW.  Pine, 
Portland,  Oreg.  97204. 

No.  MC  11207  (sub-No.  330  TA),  filed 
May  3.  1973.  Applicant:  DEATON,  INC., 
P.O.  Box  938,  317  Avenue  West,  Birm¬ 
ingham,  Ala.  35201.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  C.  N.  Knox  (same  address 
as  above).  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Plastic  pipe  and  fittings,  from  the  plant- 
site  and  warehouse  facilities  of  Central 
Fovmdry  Co.,  Holt,  Ala.,  to  points  in  Ar¬ 
kansas,  Florida,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Lou¬ 
isiana.  Oklahoma,  Mississippi,  North 
Carolina,  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee, 
for  180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  Cen¬ 
tral  Foundry  Co.,  P.O.  Box  188,  Holt. 
Ala.  35401.  Send  protests  to:  Clifford 
W.  White,  District  Supervisor,  Bureau 
of  Operations,  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  room  814,  2121  Building, 
Birmingham,  Ala.  35203. 

No.  MC  107515  (sub-No.  849  TA) ,  filed 
May  2,  1973.  Applicant:  REFRIGER¬ 
ATED  'TRANSPORT  CO.,  INC.,  3901 
Jonesboro  Road  SE.,  P.O.  Box  308,  Forest 
Park,  Ga.  30050.  Applicant’s  representa¬ 
tive:  Allan  Watkins,  suite  1600,  First 
Federal  Building,  Atlanta,  Ga.  30303.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Frozen  citrus  con¬ 
centrate.  from  the  plantsite  and  ware¬ 
house  facilities  of  Winter  Garden  Citrus 
Products  Cooperative  at  Winter  Garden, 
Fla.,  to  Tampa,  Fla.  for  export,  for  180 
days.  Restriction:  Restricted  to  ship¬ 
ments  having  a  subsequent  movement  by 
water.  Supporting  shipper:  Winter  Gar¬ 
den  Citrus  Products  Cooperative,  P.O. 
Box  399,  Winter  Garden,  Fla.  32787.  Send 
protests  to:  William  L.  Scroggs,  District 
Supervisor,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  1252  West 
Peachtree  Street  NW.,  room  309,  Atlanta, 
Ga.  30309. 

No.  MC  107743  (sub-No.  22  TA) .  filed 
May  4.  1973.  Applicant:  SYSTEM 

TRANSPORT,  INC.,  6523  Broadway, 
Spokane,  Wash.  99206.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  S.  J.  Cully,  Jr.  (same  address 
as  above).  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Iron 
and  steel  articles  and  iron  and  steel  arti¬ 
cles  together  with  plastic  and  aluminum 
articles  moving  together  on  the  same  ve¬ 
hicle,  from  Chicago,  HI.,  to  points  in 
Idaho,  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  180  days.  Supporting  shippers: 
There  are  approximately  13  statements 
of  support  attached  to  the  application, 
which  may  be  examined  here  at  the  In¬ 
terstate  Commerce  Commission  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  or  copies  thereof  which  may 


be  examined  at  the  field  office  named 
below.  Send  protests  to:  L.  D.  Boone, 
'Transportation  Specialist,  Bureau  of  Op¬ 
erations,  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion,  6049  Federal  Office  Building, 
Seattle,  Wash.  98104. 

No.  MC  108449  (sub-No.  353  TA) ,  filed 
April  26,  1973.  Applicant:  INDIANHEAD 
TRUCK  LINE,  INC.,  1947  West  County 
Road  C,  St.  Paul,  Minn.  55113.  Appli¬ 
cant’s  representative:  W.  A.  Myllenbeck 
(same  address  as  applicant).  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Petroleum  products,  in 
bulk,  in  tank  vehicles,  from  Mankato, 
Minn.,  to  points  in  Iowa,  for  180  days. 
Supporting  shipper:  Hudson  Oil  Co., 
Kansas  City,  Kans.  66103.  Send  protests 
to:  District  Supervisor  Raymond  T. 
Jones,  In^rstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Bureau  of  Operations,  448  Federal  Build¬ 
ing,  110  South  Fourth  Street,  Minneap¬ 
olis,  Minn.  55401. 

No.  MC  110563  (sub-No.  105  TA) ,  filed 
May  3,  1973.  Applicant:  COLDWAY 
FOOD  EXPRESS,  INC.,  P.O.  Box  747 
(Ohio  Building)  ,113  North  Ohio  Avenue, 
Sidney,  Ohio  45365.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  John  Maurer  (same  address  as 
above) .  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  'routes,  transporting:  Meats, 
meat  products,  meat  byproducts  and 
articles  distributed  by  meat  packing¬ 
houses  (except  hides  and  commodities  in 
bulk)  as  described  in  sections  A  and  C 
of  appendix  I  to  the  report  in  Descrip¬ 
tions  in  Motor  Carrier  Certificates.  61 
M.C.C.  209  and  766,  from  Minneapolis- 
St.  Paul  and  St.  Cloud,  Minn.,  and  Mason 
City,  Dubuque,  Davenport,  and  Tama, 
Iowa;  Chicago,  HI.,  and  all  points  within 
a  50-mile  radius  of  Chicago;  Denver, 
Colo.,  and  all  points  within  a  50-mlle 
radius  of  Denver,  and  all  points  in 
Nebraska,  to  all  of  the  above  points,  for 
180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  Hart  Meat 
Brokers.  Box  30222  Station  A,  Lincoln, 
Nebr.  68510.  Send  protests  to:  Keith  D. 
Warner,  District  Supervisor,  Bureau  of 
Operations,  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  313  Federal  Office  Building,  234 
Summit  Street,  Toledo,  Ohio  43604. 

No.  MC  114273  (sub-No.  140  TA), 
filed  May  3,  1973.  Applicant:  (TEDAR 
RAPIDS  STEEL  ’TRANSPORTATION, 
INC.,  P.O.  Box  68,  3930-16th  Avenue  SW., 
Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa  52406.  Applicant’s 
representative:  Robert  K  Konchar,  P.O. 
Box  1943,  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa  52406.  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Frozen  foods,  from 
Wellston,  Ohio,  to  points  in  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  and  Vir¬ 
ginia,  for  180  days.  Supporting  shipper: 
Banquet  Poods  Corp.,  515  Olive  Street, 
St.  Louis,  Mo.  63101.  Send  protests  to: 
Herbert  W.  Allen,  Transportation  Spe¬ 
cialist,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  875  Federal 
Bldg.,  Des  Moines,  Iowa  50309. 

No.  MC  115311  (sub-No.  148  TA>. 
filed  May  2,  1973.  Applicant:  J  &  M 
TRANSPORTATION  CO..  INC.,  P.O. 
Box  488,  Milledgeville,  Ga.  31061.  Ap- 
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plicant’s  represent4itive:  Allan  Watkins, 
suite  1600,  First  Federal  Building, 
Atlanta,  Oa.  30303.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Plasterboard  joint  system,  plaster¬ 
board  joint  compound,  wallboard  or 
plasterboard  joining  or  reinforcing  tape, 
dry  powder  paint,  patching  plaster,  iron 
or  steel  knives,  spackling  putty  and 
spackling  powder,  from  the  plantsite  of 
United  States  Gypsum  Company  at 
Chamblee,  Ga.,  to  points  in  Alabama, 
Florida,  Georgia,  and  Tennessee,  for  180 
days.  Supporting  shipper:  United  States 
Gypsum  Company,  P.O.  Box  50073, 
Atlanta,  Ga.  30302.  I^nd  protests  to:  Wil¬ 
liam  L.  Scroggs,  District  Supervisor,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Op>erations,  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  1252  West  Peachtree  Street 
NW.,  room  309,  Atlanta,  Ga.  30309. 

No.  MC  115975  (sub-No.  17  TA),  filed 
May  2,  1973.  Applicant:  C.B.W.  TRANS¬ 
PORT  SERVICE,  INC.,  mall:  P.O.  Box 
48,  Wood  River,  Ill.  62095  and  Old 
Edwardsville  Road  and  Hedge  Road, 
South  Roxana,  HI.  62087.  Applicant’s 
representative:  Ernest  A.  Brool^  n,  1301 
Ambassador  Building,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
63101.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
Irregxilar  routes,  transporting :  Petroleum 
lubricating  grease,  in  bulk.  In  tube  trail¬ 
ers,  under  contract  with  Shell  Oil  Co., 
frorfi  the  plantsite  of  International  Lu- 
briciuit  Corp.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  to 
Belvldere,  HI.,  for  180  days.  SuppKjrting 
shipper:  Shell  Oil  Co.,  P.O.  Box  2099, 
Houston,  Tex.  77001.  Attention:  W.  L. 
Leffler,  Traffic  Operations.  Send  protests 
to:  Harold  G.  Jolliff,  District  Supervisor, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Operations,  Leland  Office  Build¬ 
ing,  527  East  Capitol  Avenue,  room  414, 
Springfield,  HI.  62701. 

No.  MC  116077  (sub-No.  339  TA), 
filed  May  2,  1973.  Applicant:  ROBERT¬ 
SON  TANK  LINES,  INC.,  2000  West 
Loop  South,  suite  1800,  Houston,  Tex. 
77027.  Applicant’s  representative:  J.  C. 
Browder  (same  address  as  above).  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Anti- freeze  prep¬ 
arations,  glycol,  glycol  ethers,  jet  fuel 
anti-icing  agents  and  motor  fuel  anti¬ 
knock  compound,  from  the  plantsite  of 
Houston  Chemical  Co.,  Beaumont,  Tex., 
to  points  in  Alabama,  Arkansas,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Louisiana,  Kentucky,  Missis¬ 
sippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
and  Tennessee,  for  180  days.  Support¬ 
ing  shipper:  PPG  Industries,  Inc.,  One 
Gateway  Center,  Pittsburgh.  Pa.  15222. 
Send  protests  to:  John  C.  Redus,  District 
Supervisor,  Interstate  Commerce  CTom- 
mission.  Bureau  of  Operations,  P.O.  Box 
61212,  Houston,  Tex.  77061. 

No.  MC  118431  (sub-No.  8  TA).  filed 
May  2.  1973.  Applicant:  DENVER 

SOUTHWEST  EXPRESS.  INC.,  605 
South  14th  Street,  Lincoln,  Nebr.  68501. 
Applicant’s  representative:  David  R. 
Parker,  P.O.  Box  82028,  Lincoln,  Nebr. 
68501.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Wine, 


champagne,  and  vermouth,  from  Ham- 
mondsport,  N.Y.,  to  Phoenix,  Ariz.;  Little 
Rock,  Ark.;  Los  Angeles  Commercial  and 
Harbor  Zones.  Whittier,  San  Diego,  and 
San  Francisco,  Calif.;  Colorado  Springs 
and  Denver,  Colo.;  Jacksonville,  Miami, 
Orlando,  Pensacola,  and  Tampa,  Fla.; 
Atlanta,  Ga.;  Boise.  Idaho  Falls,  Poca¬ 
tello,  and  'Twin  Falls.  Idaho;  Des  Moines, 
Iowa;  Baton  Rouge,  Monroe,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  and  Shreveport,  La.;  St.  Paul, 
Minn.;  Jackson,  Miss.;  Jefferson  City, 
Kansas  City,  St.  Joseph,  St.  Louis,  and 
Springfield,  Mo.;  Helena.  Mont.;  Las 
Vegas  and  Reno,  Nev,;  Albuquerque, 
N.  Mex.;  Grand  Forks  and  Minot,  N. 
Dak.;  Portland,  Oreg.;  Aberdeen,  Rapid 
City,  and  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.;  Cffiatta- 
nooga,  Knoxville,  Memphis,  and  Nash¬ 
ville,  Tenn.;  Amarillo,  Corpus  Christi, 
Dallas,  Fort  Worth,  Houston,  Odessa,  and 
San  Antonio,  Tex.;  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah; 
Seattle,  Wash.;  and  Cheyenne,  Wyo’., 
imder  contract  with  Taylor  Wine  Co., 
Inc.,  180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  The 
Taylor  Wine  Co.,  Inc.,  Donald  M.  Green, 
Sales  Service  Mgr.,  Hammondsport,  N.Y. 
Send  protests  to:  Max  H.  Johnston,  Dis¬ 
trict  Supervisor,  Bureau  of  Operations, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  711 
Federal  Office  Building,  Omaha.  Nebr. 
68102. 

No.  MC  128616  (sub-No.  12  TA) ,  filed 
May  3.  1973.  Applicant:  BANKERS  DIS¬ 
PATCH  CORP.,  4970  South  Archer 
Avenue.  Chicago,  HI.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  Stanley  Kosmosa  (same  ad¬ 
dress  as  above).  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Commercial  papers,  documents,  and 
written  instruments  (except  coins,  cur¬ 
rency,  and  negotiable  securities),  as  are 
used  in  the  conduct  and  operations  of 
banks  and  banking  institutions,  between 
Chicago,  HI.,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on 
the  other,  points  in  Door,  Langlade,  and 
Menominee  Counties,  Wis.,  for  180  days. 
Supporting  shipper:  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  of  Chicago,  230  South  La  Salle 
Street,  Chicago,  Ill,  60690.  Send  protests 
to:  R.  G.  Anderson,  District  Supervisor, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Operations,  Everett  McKinley 
Dirksen  Building.  219  South  Dearborn 
Street,  room  1086,  Chicago,  Ill.  60604. 

No.  MC  133485  (sub-No.  7  TA),  filed 
May  3.  1973.  Applicant:  INTERNA¬ 
TIONAL  DETECmVE  SERVICE.  INC., 
1828  Westminster  Street.  Providence,  R.I. 
02909.  Applicant’s  representative:  Mor¬ 
ris  J.  Levin,  10th  Floor,  1620  Eye  Street 
NW.,  Washington.  D.C.  20006.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Bullion,  coin  and  precious 
metals,  between  (a)  points  in  Rhode 
Island  and  points  in  Connecticut  more 
than  60  miles  from  Providence,  R.I.;  (b) 
Providence,  R.I.,  and  all  ports  of  entry 
on  the  United  States-Canada  boimdary 
line  in  the  States  of  New  York,  Vermont, 
and  Maine;  (c)  Chicago,  HI.,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other.  Providence,  R.I., 
and  New  York,  N.Y.;  and  (d)  between 
points  in  Connecticut,  New  York,  and 
New  Jersey,  for  180  days. 


Note. — Applicant  intends  to  tack  with  MC 
133485  (sub-No.  2). 

Supporting  shippers:  General  Services 
Administration,  Federal  Supply  Service, 
Washington,  D.C.  20406;  Leytess  Metal  & 
Chemical  Corp.,  500  Fifth  Avenue,  New 
York,  N.Y.  10036;  The  J.  M.  Ney  Co.. 
Maplewood  Avenue,  Bloomfield,  Conn. 
06002;  Edward  B.  McAlpine,  85  Ellenfield 
Street  at  Virginia  Avenue,  Providence, 
R.I.  02905;  Podrat  Coin  Exchange,  769 
Hope  Street,  Providence,  R.I.  02906; 
Rhode  Island  Hospital  iSnist  National 
Bank,  15  Westminster  Street.  Provi¬ 
dence,  R.I.  02903;  A.  C.  Israel  Metals  Co., 
110  Wall  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10005; 
and  Mocatta  Metals  Corp.,  25  Broad 
Street,  New  York.  N.Y.  10004.  Send  pro¬ 
tests  to:  Gerald  H.  Curry,  District  Super¬ 
visor,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  187  Westminster 
Street,  Providence,  R.I.  02903. 

No.  MC  138629  (sub-No.  1  TA),  filed 
May  3,  1973.  Applicant:  LARRY  W.  AL- 
DRED  AND  ROBERT  E.  ALDRED,  doing 
business  as,  ALDRED  BROS.  TRUCK¬ 
ING,  Route  2,  Box  644,  Roseburg,  Oreg. 
97470.  Applicant’s  representative:  Philip 
G.  Skofstad,  3076  East  Burnside  Street. 
Portland,  Oreg.  97214.  Authority  sought 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by 
motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Veneer,  from  Dillard,  Chu- 
mult,  Roseburg,  Glendale,  Medford  and 
Eugene,  Oreg.,  to  Stevenson,  Olympia, 
Vancouver,  Kalama,  Longview,  and  Ta¬ 
coma,  Wash.,  for  180  days.  Supporting 
shipper:  Alpine  Veneers,  Inc.,  1210  Yeon 
Building,  Portland,  Oreg.  97204.  Send 
protests  to:  A.  E.  Odoms,  District  Super¬ 
visor,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  450  Multnomah 
Building,  Portland,  Oreg.  97204. 

No.  MC  138631  (sub-No.  1  TA),  filed 
May  2,  1973.  Applicant:  MELVIN  SALES 
CO.,  901  North  Vermillion,  Streator,  Ill. 
61364.  Applicant’s  representative:  Al¬ 
bert  A.  Andrin,  29  South  La  Salle  Street, 
Chicago,  HI.  60603.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  Glass  containers,  from  the  plantsite 
of  Thatcher  Glass  Manufacturing  Co.  at 
Streator,  HI.,  to  the  plantsite  of  the 
Schlitz  Brewing  Co.  at  Memphis,  Tenn., 
and  the  warehouse  facilities  of  Thatcher 
Glass  Manufacturing  Co.  at  Memphis, 
Tenn.,  for  180  days.  Supporting  shipper: 
Thatcher  Glass  Manufacturing  Co.,  1901 
Grand  Central  Avenue,  Elmira,  N.Y. 
14902.  Send  protests  to:  District  Super¬ 
visor  W.  J.  Gray,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Everett  McKinley  Dirksen  Building,  219 
South  Dearborn  Street,  room  1086,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Ill.  60604. 

No.  MC  138670  TA,  filed  May  2,  1973. 
Applicant:  GILMORE,  GARDNER  & 
KIRK,  INC.,  615  Southeast  30th  Street, 
P.O.  Box  94597,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla. 
73109.  Applicant’s  representative:  Walter 
L.  Kirk  (same  address  as  applicant) .  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  (A)  Refined  motor 
od  (except  in  bulk),  brake  fluid,  anti¬ 
freeze,  automotive  chemicals,  tires,  bat- 
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teries,  and  accessories,  (1)  from  Beau¬ 
mont,  and  Dallas,  Tex,,  and  St.  Louis, 
Mo.,  to  points  in  Oklahoma;  (2)  from 
Kansas  City.  Mo.,  to  points  in  Nebraska, 
Kansas,  and  Oklahoma;  and  (3)  from 
Oklahoma  City.  Okla.,  to  points  in  Texas. 
Colorado,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  South 
Dakota.  Iowa,  Missouri,  niinots,  Arkan¬ 
sas,  and  Louisiana,  and  (B)  new  con¬ 
tainers.  from  Carrolton,  Tex.,  to  Okla¬ 
homa  City,  Okla.,  and  return  with  re¬ 
fused  and  damaged  shipments,  for  180 
days.  Supporting  shipper:  Gardner,  Elirk 
&  Cowden,  Inc.,  Tom  Cowden,  president, 
P.O.  Box  94597,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla. 
73109.  Send  protests  to:  C.  L.  Phillips, 
District  Supervisor,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  Interstate  Commerce  Contmi^on, 
i-oom  240  Old  P.O.  Building,  215  North¬ 
west  Third,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla.  73102. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.73-9953  FUed  5-17-73;8:45  am] 


[No.  MC-120371  (sub-No.  8)  ] 

CENTRAL  OKLAHOMA  FREIGHT  LINES, 
INC.;  (TULSA,  OKLA.) 

Application  for  Certificate  of  Registration 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  Operating  Rights  Board, 
held  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
the  8th  day  of  May  1973. 

It  appearing  that  applicant,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  section 
206(a)(6),  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  there¬ 
under,  has  made  timely  application  for  a 
certificate  of  registration  as  evidence  of 
the  right  to  conduct  operations,  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  within  limits 
which  do  not  exceed  the  scope  of  the 
intrastate  operations  for  which  applicant 
holds  a  State  certificate  as  a  conunon 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  solely  within 
the  State  of  Oklahoma,  as  set  forth  in 
the  appendix  hereto; 

It  further  appearing  that  applicant 
has  been  issued  a  \mitized  State  certifi¬ 
cate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity 
authorizing  the  motor  carrier  operations 
in  intrastate  commerce  described  in  the 
appendix  hereto;  that  no  party  In  inter¬ 
est,  who  or  which  opposed  in  the  State 
Commission  proceeding  the  request  by 
applicant  to  conduct  operations  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce  corresponding 
in  scope  to  those  operations  for  which 
applicant  has  been  issued  a  State  certifi¬ 
cate,  has  filed  a  petition  for  reconsidera¬ 
tion  with  this  Commission  of  the  decision 
of  the  State  Commission  relative  to  op¬ 
erations  in  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce;  that  the  certificate  issued  by  the 
State  Commission  satisfies  the  provisions 
of  section  206(a)  (6)  of  the  act;  and  that 
applicant  has  otherwise  met  the  reqiiire- 
ments  for  a  certificate  of  registration 
contained  in  section  206(a)  (6)  of  the 
act; 


And  it  further  appearing  that  since  it 
is  possible  that  other  parties  who  have 
relied  upcm  the  notice  in  the  Fedekal 
Registee  of  the  application,  as  originally 
published  may  have  an  Interest  in  and 
would  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of  proper 
notice  of  the  grant  of  authority  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  a  notice  of  the 
authority  actually  granted  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  issu¬ 
ance  of  the  certificate  of  registration  in 
this  proceeding  will  be  withheld  for  a 
period  of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such 
publication,  during  which  period  any 
proper  party  in  interest  may  file  an  ap¬ 
propriate  petition  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  the  proceeding  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  precise  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
prejudiced;  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor: 

It  is  ordered.  That  upon  full  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  sections 
215,  217,  and  221(c)  of  the  act,  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission 
thereimder,  governing  the  filing  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  insurance  or  other  security  for 
the  protaction  of  the  public,  common 
carrier  rate-filing  requirements,  and  des¬ 
ignation  of  agent  for  service  of  process, 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  next 
succeeding  paragraph  herein,  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  shall  be  Issued  to 
applicant,  unless  otherwise  ordered, 
which  certificate  of  registration  shall 
embrace  and  supersede  the  certificates  of 
registration  issued  in  No.  MC-120371 
(sub-Nos.  3,  6,  and  7),  as  evidence  of  a 
right  to  engage  in  operations  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce,  as  a  common 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  transporting  the 
commodities,  from,  to,  or  between  the 
points,  over  the  routM,  or  within  the 
territory,  and  in  the  manner  described 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  and  subject  to 
such  additional  and  further  conditions 
as  may  be  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the 
provisions  of  section  206(a)(6)  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended, 
and  subject  to  prior  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  the  authority  ac¬ 
tually  granted  herein. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  unless  com¬ 
pliance  is  made  by  applicant  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  sections  215.  217,  and 
221(c)  of  the  act  within  90  days  after  the 
date  of  service  of  this  order,  or  within 
such  additional  time  as  may  be  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Commission,  this  aiHilication 
shall  stand  denied  in  its  entirety  effective 
upion  the  expiration  of  said  compliance 
time. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  con¬ 
currently  with  Issuance  of  the  certificate 
of  registration  authorized  herein,  the 
certificates  of  registration  in  No.  MC- 
120371  (sub-Nos.  3,  6,  and  7)  shall  be 
revoked. 

By  the  Commission.  Operating  Rights 
Board. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

Note:  This  decision  is  not  a  major  Federal 
action  significantly  affecting  the  quality  at 
the  human  environment  wtthtn  the  meaning 
at  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of 
1969. 


Appendix 

[No.  MC-120871  (Suh-No.  8)] 

CENTRAL  OKLAHOMA  IREIGHT  LINES,  INC. 

(Tulsa,  Okla.) 

Description  of  the  transportation  service 
authorized  to  be  oonductM  solely  wrlthln 
the  State  of  CMUahoma  In  Intrastate  com¬ 
merce.  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
pursuant  to  Motor  Darrler  certificate  No.  MO 
23466  sub  2,  dated  March  8,  1973,  Issued  by 
the  Corporation  Commission  of  Oklahmna; 

•  •  •  general  commodities,  to,  from  and 
between  all  points  over  the  followdng  regular 
routes,  to  writ: 

1.  Between  Tulsa,  and  Atoka,  Okla.  via 
n.S.  Highway  76  to  Henryetta,  thence  via 
UH.  Highway  62  to  Okemah,  thence  via  State 
Highway  56  to  the  junction  of  State  Highway 
99.  thence  via  State  Highway  99  to  Ada,  Okla., 
thence  via  State  Highway  3  to  Coalgate; 
thence  via  U^i.  Highway  75  to  Atoka,  serv¬ 
ing  all  Intermediate  points;  restricted  how¬ 
ever  against  pickup  and  delivery  service  be¬ 
tween  Sapulpa,  and  Henryetta, 'and  Okmul¬ 
gee,  and  all  Intermediate  points  between  said 
cities. 

2.  Betwreen  Shawmee,  and  Holdenvllle  via 
TTB.  Highway  270,  serving  all  intermediate 
points  and  tacking  at  junctlcm  at  Wewroka 
via  routes  shown  In  Route  1. 

3.  Between  Tulsa,  and  Allen,  Okla.  via  UJEL 
Highway  75  to  jimcUon  of  State  Highway  1, 
thence  State  Highway  1  to  Allen,  serving  in¬ 
termediate  points  of  PharocUi,  Weleetka, 
Wetumka.  Calvin,  and  Atwood,  Okla. 

4.  Between  Tul^  and  Oklahoma  City  via 
UH.  Highway  75  to  junction  UB.  Highway  62, 
thence  UB.  Highway  62  to  Oklahoma  City 
and  serving  aU  Intermediate  points  subject 
to  restrlctlcms,  (a)  no  freight  originated  at 
Tulsa  destined  to  Oklahoma  City  nor  ship¬ 
ments  originated  at  Oklahoma  City  destined 
to  Tulsa,  and  (b)  no  plc^p  and  delivery 
service  betwreen  Sapulpa,  and  Henryetta,  and 
Okmulgee,  and  all  Intermediate  points  be¬ 
tween  said  cities. 

6.  Between  Seminole  and  Ada,  Okla.  via 
State  Highway  99,  serving  aU  Intermediate 
points  and  the  off-route  point  of  Konawra, 
Okla.,  via  State  Highway  39. 

6.  Between  Oklahmna  City,  and  Henryetta 
via  UB.  Hl^way  62,  serving  aU  intermediate 
points  and  the  termini. 

7.  Between  Oklahoma  C^ty,  and  Atoka  via 
tTB.  Highway  270  to  junction  State  Highway 
99,  thence  State  Highway  99  to  Ada,  Okla., 
thence  State  Highway  S  to  Coalgate,  thence 
UB.  Highway  76  to  Atoka,  serving  aU  Inter¬ 
mediate  points. 

8.  Between  Oklahoma  City,  and  Allen, 
Okla.  via  UB.  Highway  270  to  Jimctlcm  State 
Highway  48  to  Junction  State  Highway*  1. 
thence  State  Highway  1  to  Allen,  serving  aU 
Intermediate  points  and  off -route  point  of 
Calvin  via  UB.  270  at  Junction  of  State 
Highway  1. 

9.  Between  Oklahoma  Caty,  and  Weleetka, 
Okla.  via  UB.  Highway  270  to  Seminole, 
thence  via  State  Highway  9  to  Wetumka, 
thence  UB.  Highway  76  to  Weleetka,  serving 
all  Intermediate  points. 

10.  Between  Oklahoma  City,  and  Holden¬ 
vllle  via  U.S.  Highway  270,  serving  aU  Inter¬ 
mediate  points. 

11.  Between  Tulsa.  Okla.,  and  Oklahoma 
City.  Okla.  via  UB.  Highway  76  to  junction 
of  UB.  Highway  62,  thence  via  UB.  Highway 
62  to  junction  of  State  Highway  56,  thence 
State  Highway  66  to  junction  of  State  High¬ 
way  99(a),  thence  via  State  Highway  99(a)  to 
Shawnee.  Okla.,  thence  via  UB.  270  to  Okla¬ 
homa  City,  and  return  oyer  the  same  route 
serving  all  Intermediate  points.  Restricted 
against  freight  c»'lglnatlng  at  Tulsa,  destined 
to  Oklahoma  City  or  shipments  originating 
at  Oklahoma  City,  destined  to  Tulsa. 
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12.  Alternate  route  over  U.S.  Interstate 
Highway  40  for  operating  convenience  only. 

Authority  granted  herein  authorizes  serv* 
Ice  to,  from,  and  between  all  points,  and 
places  on,  and  along  all*  of  the  routes, 
as  a  unitized  authority  subject  to  noted 
restrictions. 

[PR  Doc.73-9948  Plied  6-17-73:8:46  am] 


[No.  MC-114004  (Sub-No.  117)  ] 

CHANDLER  TRAILER  CONVOY.  INC.; 

LITTLE  ROCK,  ARK. 

Decision  Regarding  Application 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Review  Board  No.  2, 
held  at  Its  ofiBce  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on 
the  25th  day  of  April  1973. 

It  appearing  that,  by  application  filed 
July  24,  1972,  Chandler  Trailer  Convoy, 
Inc.,  of  Little  Rock,  Ark.,  seeks  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity 
authorizing  operation,  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  as  a  common  carrier 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  of 
trailers  designed  to  be  drawn  by  passen¬ 
ger  automobiles,  in  initial  movements, 
and  portable  buildings,  mounted  on 
wheeled  undercarriages,  from  origins 
which  are  points  of  manufacture:  (1) 
Prom  points  in  Pueblo  Coimty,  Colo.,  to 
points  in  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Kansas, 
Nebraska,  Wyoming,  Nevada,  Utah,  Ari¬ 
zona,  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Arkansas,  Idaho, 
Iowa,  Louisiana,  Minnesota,  ^^ssourl, 
Montana,  North  Dakota,  Oregon,  South 
Dakota,  and  Washington,  and  (2)  from 
points  in  Union  County,  Miss.,  to  points 
in  the  United  States,  including  Alaska, 
but  excluding  Hawaii; 

It  further  appearing  that  the  applica¬ 
tion  has  been  processed  under  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  modified  procediu'e;  that  appli¬ 
cant  filed  verified  statements  in  support 
of  the  application;  and  that  protestant 
Morgan  Drlve-Away,  Inc.,  filed  a  verified 
statement  in  opposition  to  part  (2)  of 
the  application; 

It  further  appearing  that  by  separate 
motion  filed  March  21,  1973,  protestant 
moves  to  strike  certain  portions  of  the 
rebuttal  statements  of  Joseph  L.  Howard, 
Jr.,  attorney  for  applicant,  and  B.  P. 
Sammons,  president  of  supporting 
shipper  U.S.  Extrusions,  Inc.,  as  imper- 
mitted  new  matter;  that  by  petition  filed 
March  21,  1973,  protestant  seeks  an  oral 
hearing  for  the  purpose  of  cross-examin¬ 
ing  B.  F.  Sammons  concerning  those  mat¬ 
ters  sought  to  be  Introduced  by  U.S.  Ex¬ 
trusions,  Inc.,  in  its  rebuttal  statement; 
and  that  by  a  pleading  filed  April  4, 1973, 
applicant  has  replied  to  protestant’s  mo¬ 
tion  and  petition; 

It  fxmther  appearing  that  those  por¬ 
tions  of  the  rebuttal  statements  of  appli¬ 
cant  and  the  supporting  shipper  set  forth 
in  the  appendix '  to  this  order  are  state¬ 
ments  other  than  in  reply  to  protestant’s 
statement,  are  improper  rebuttal,  and 
will  be  stricken  from  the  record;  and 
that  in  view  of  our  action  on  protestant’s 
motion  to  strike  and  since  there  are  no 
material  facts  in  dispute  such  as  to 
Justify  oral  hearing  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  cross-examination,  protestant’s  petl- 


1  Appendix  filed  as  part  of  the  original. 


tion  will  be  denied;  and  good  cause  ap¬ 
pearing  therefor: 

It  is  ordered.  That  the  portions  of  the 
rebuttal  statements  of  Joseph  L.  Howard, 
Jr.,  and  B.  F.  Sammons  set  forth  in  the 
appendix  be,  and  they  are  hereby, 
stricken  from  the  record,  and  that  the 
petition  of  protestant  be,  and  it  is  hereby, 
denied. 

It  further  appearing  that  applicant  is 
a  motor  common  carrier  which  special¬ 
izes  in  transporting  trailers  designed  to 
be  drawn  by  passenger  automobiles;  that 
it  operates  80  power  units,  designed  and 
modified  for  transporting  mobile  homes 
and  portable  buildings,  and  20  trailers; 
that  it  stations  2  power  units  in  Aurora, 
Colo.,  which  are  available  to  serve  Pueblo 
County  and  will  if  necessary  increase  this 
number;  that  it  has  7  power  imits  sta¬ 
tioned  in  the  general  Union  Coimty  area 
and  can  make  available  additional  units 
which  now  terminate  in  Mississippi  and 
the  simroimdlng  States;  and  that  it  sub¬ 
mitted  evidence  of  its  financial  ability  to 
undertake  the  proposed  operations; 

It  further  appearing  that  Fuqua  Homes 
(Colorado).  Inc.,  a  subsidiary  of  Fuqua 
Homes,  Inc.,  manufactures  single-imit 
mobile  homes  and  double-wides  at  a  new 
plant  in  Pueblo  County:  that  its  homes 
are  manufactured  in  widths  of  12, 14,  and 
24  feet  and  lengths  of  up  to  65  feet ;  that 
70  percent  of  its  production  will  be  dou¬ 
ble-wides ;  that  it  expects  to  be  produc¬ 
ing  five  units  a  day  by  the  spring  of  1973 
and  to  sell  these  units  through  dealers  at 
listed  representative  points  in  each  of 
the  destination  States  sought  in  part  (1) 
of  the  application;  and  that  it  has  sup¬ 
ported  two  other  carriers  for  pertinent 
authority  and  anticipates  tendering  ap¬ 
plicant  from  three  to  four  units  a  week; 

It  further  appearing  that  U.S.  Ex¬ 
trusions,  Inc.,  a  subsidiary  of  Piper  In¬ 
dustries,  manufactiu'es  impact  extrusions 
at  its  plant  in  Union  County;  that  in  con¬ 
junction  with  an  affiliate  it  has  recently 
developed  a  line  of  prefabricated  build¬ 
ings  to  be  manufactured  in  Union  County 
as  self-contained  units  for  use  as  mer¬ 
chandising  centers;  that  these  buildings 
are  particularly  suited  for  use  by  the 
petroleum  industry  as  service  stations, 
although  sales  customers  are  also  being 
sought  in  the  fast  food  and  convenience 
grocery  store  businesses;  that  each  luilt 
will  be  manufactured  to  order  and  can  be 
produced  as  a  building  4  feet,  8  feet 
2  inches,  or  10  feet  10  Inches  wide  and 
6,  24,  30,  40,  or  58  feet  long;  that  ship¬ 
per’s  affiliate  in  Memphis,  Tenn.,  will 
supervise  all  marketing  and  will  handle 
solicitation  of  the  petroleum  industry’s 
business  through  contract  bidding,  per¬ 
sonal  contact  of  the  industry’s  corporate 
headquarters  personnel,  and  regional 
representatives  in  Florida,  Georgia,  New 
York,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Kentucky,  and 
Colorado;  that  the  principal  sales  terri¬ 
tory  will  be  throughout  the  northeastern, 
southeastern,  and  southwestern  States, 
although  shipper  considers  every  major 
population  center  in  the  United  States  a 
potential  point  of  sale  and  delivery,  and 
proffers  a  list  of  representative  of  such 
points  in  37  States;  that  shipper  expects 
to  manufacture  and  ship  at  least  100  to 


150  imits  of  various  sizes  during  1973, 
although  present  demand  is  primarily 
for  smaller  units;  that  most  of  the  units 
will  move  on  wheeled  undercarriages  but 
that  shipper  wants  to  be  able  to  ship 
several  of  the  smaller  units  together  on 
lowboy  trailers,  which  service  is  not 
within  the  scope  of  the  authority  sought 
in  the  application;  that  shipper  desires 
a  carrier  able  to  make  short-notice  pick¬ 
ups  and  expedited  deliveries  and  expects 
to  tender  applicant  from  two  to  three 
units  a  week;  and  that  although  it  does 
not  currently  manufacture  mobile  homes, 
shipper  considers  such  manufacture  to 
be  a  natural  extension  of  its  present  op¬ 
erations  and  supports  applicant  for  im¬ 
mediate  authority  to  handle  possible 
future  mobile  home  transportation; 

It  further  appearing  that  protestant 
is  authorized  to  transport  prefabricated 
buildings  between  points  in  22  States, 
including  Mississippi,  and  buildings  in 
sections,  when  transported  on  wheeled 
undercarriages,  between  points  in  the 
United  States,  other  than  from  points  of 
manufacture,  and  that  it  therefore  can 
transport  shipper’s  prefabricated  build¬ 
ings  to  points  in  21  States  from  Union 
County;  that  it  operates  1,550  power 
units,  has  19  assigned  to  four  Mississippi 
terminals,  and  terminates  25  power  units 
a  week  in  Mississippi;  and  that  it  does  not 
indicate  if  it  maintains  any  trailers 
suitable  for  the  transportation  of  ship¬ 
per’s  smaller  buildings; 

It  further  appearing  that  while  pro¬ 
testant  has  pertinent  authority  to  serve 
21  States,  it  is  not  suitably  equipped  to 
provide  the  overall  transportation  serv¬ 
ice  needed,  and  contemplated,  by  ship¬ 
per;  that  it  cannot  offer  service  to  the 
majority  of  the  States  in  which  sales  are, 
and  to  which  service  is,  shown  to  be 
practicable  by  the  type  of  product  manu¬ 
factured  and  the  business  needs  of  the 
customers  solicited;  and  that  shipper’s 
evidence  in  support  of  authority  to  trans- 
p>ort  mobile  homes  only  shows  a  mere 
expectancy  of  some  possible  future  need 
and  is  too  vague  and  incomplete  to  war¬ 
rant  a  present  grant  of  such  authority; 

It  further  appearing  that  the  unique¬ 
ness  of  Alaska  and  its  traffic  require 
specific  showings  that  a  shipper  has 
definite  needs  for  service  to  Alaska  and 
that  the  applicant  regularly  conducts  op¬ 
erations  to  Alaska;  and  that  since  no 
such  evidence  is  offered  here,  no  author¬ 
ity  will  be  granted  to  serve  Alaska; 

It  further  appearing  that  since  the  in¬ 
terstate  nature  of  shipments  from  Pueblo 
County  to  points  in  Colorado  and  from 
Union  County  to  points  in  Mississippi  is 
not  shown,  no  authority  to  respectively 
serve  Colorado  and  Mississippi  will  be 
granted: 

It  further  appearing  that  the  evidence 
submitted  in  the  form  of  verified  state¬ 
ments  in  support  of  the  application  es¬ 
tablishes  a  need  for  and  warrants  a  grant 
of  authority  as  set  forth  below,  and 
demonstrates  that  applicant  is  fit,  will¬ 
ing,  and  able,  financially  and  otherwise, 
to  conduct  the  operation  authorized; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  because 
it  is  possible  that  those  parties  who  have 
relied  upon  the  notice  of  the  application 
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as  published  may  have  an  interest  in 
and  would  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of 
proper  notice  of  the  authority  granted 
in  part  (2)  below,  a  notice  of  the  au¬ 
thority  actually  granted  will  be  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  and  issuance  of 
a  certificate  will  be  withheld  for  a  period 
of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such  publica- 
iton,  during  which  period  any  proper 
party  in  interest  may  file  an  lyapropriate 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  in  this 
proceeding  setting  forth  in  detail  the 
precise  manner  in  which  it  has  been  so 
prejudiced; 

Wherefore,  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor: 

We  find  that  the  present  and  future 
public  convenience  and  necessity  require 
operation  by  applicant,  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  as  a  common  carrier 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
(1)  of  (a)  trailers  designed  to  be  drawn 
by  passenger  automobiles,  in  initial 
movements,  and  (b)  buildings  in  sections 
moimted  on  wheeled  undercarriages, 
from  points  of  manufacture  in  Pueblo 
County,  Colo.,  to  points  in  New  Mexico, 
Kansas,  Nebraska,  Wyoming,  Nevada. 
Utah,  Arizona,  Texas,  Oklahoma,  Ar¬ 
kansas,  Idaho,  Iowa,  Louisiana,  Minne¬ 
sota,  Missouri.  Montana.  North  Dakota, 
Oregon,  South  Dakota,  and  Washington; 
and  (2)  of  prefabricated  buildings  from 
points  in  Union  Coimty,  Miss.,  to  points 
in  the  United  States  (except  Mississippi, 
Alaska,  and  Hawaii) ;  that  applicant  is 
fit,  willing,  and  able  properly  to  perform 
such  service  and  to  conform  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act  and  the  Commission’s  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  thereunder;  that  this  decision  is 
not  a  major  Federid  action  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  en¬ 
vironment  within  the  meaning  of  the 
National  Environmental  PoUcy  Act  of 
1969;  that  a  certificate  authorizing  such 
operation  should  be  granted  subject  to 
the  condition  of  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  set  forth  above;  and 
that  the  application  in  all  other  respects 
should  be  denied. 

It  is  further  ordered,  Tliat  said  appli¬ 
cation.  except  to  the  extent  granted 
herein,  be,  and  it  is  hereby,  denied. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  upon  com¬ 
pliance  by  appUcant  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  sections  215,  217,  and  221(c) 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  and 
with  the  Commissicm’s  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  thereunder,  within  the  time  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  next  succeeding  paragraph,  a 
certificate  be  issued  to  applicant,  subject 
to  prior  publication  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister  as  set  forth  above,  authorizing 
operation,  in  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  as  a  common  carrier  by  motor 
vehicle  in  the  manner  described  above. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  unless 
compliance  is  made  by  appUcant  with 
the  requirements  of  sections  215, 217,  and 
221(c)  of  the  act  within  90  days  after 
the  date  of  service  of  this  order,  or  within 
such  additional  time  as  may  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Commission,  the  grant 
authority  made  herein  shall  be.  consid¬ 
ered  as  null  and  void  and  the  i^Ucatlon 
shall  stand  denied  In  its  entirety  effective 


upon  the  expiration  of  the  said  compli¬ 
ance  time. 

By  the  CMnmlsslon,  Review  Board 
No.  2. 

[SEAL]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

IFR  Doc.73-9949  PUed  5-17-73; 8: 45  amj 

[No.MC-98572^8ub-No.  7)  J 

FILM  TRANSFER  CO.,  INC. 

(DALLAS,  TEX.) 

Application  for  Certificate  of  Registration 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Operating  Rights 
Board,  held  at  its  office  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  on  the  27th  day  of  April  1973. 

It  appearing  that  appUcant,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  section 
206(a)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  there¬ 
under,  has  made  timely  application  for  a 
certificate  of  registration  as  evidence  of 
the  right  to  conduct  operations,  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  cMnmerce,  within  limits 
which  do  not  exceed  the  scope  of  the 
intrastate  operations  for  which  appUcant 
holds  a  State  certificate  as  a  common 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  solely  within 
the  State  of  Texas  as  set  forth  in  the 
appendix  hereto; 

It  further  appearing  that  appUcant 
has  been  issued  a  State  certificate  of 
public  convenience  and  necessity  au¬ 
thorizing  the  motor  carrier  operations 
in  intrastate  commerce  describe  in  the 
appendix  hereto;  that  no  party  in  inter¬ 
est,  who  or  which  opposed  in  the  State 
Commission  proceetog  the  request  by 
appUcant  to  conduct  operations  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce  corresponding 
in  scop>e  to  those  operations  for  which 
appUcant  has  been  Issued  a  State  cer¬ 
tificate.  has  filed*  a  petltiai  for  recon¬ 
sideration  with  this  CX»mmission  of  the 
decision  of  the  State  Commission  rela¬ 
tive  to  operations  in  Interstate  or  for¬ 
eign  commerce;  that  the  certificate  is¬ 
sued  by  the  State  Commission  satisfies 
the  provisions  of  section  206(a)  (6)  of 
the  act;  and  that  appUcant  has  other¬ 
wise  met  the  requirements  for  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  contained  hi  section 
206(a)  (6)  of  the  act; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  since  It 
is  possible  that  other  parties  who  have 
relied  upon  the  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  the  applictlon  as  orlglnaUy 
published  may  have  an  Interest  in  and 
would  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of  proper 
notice  of  the  grant  of  authority  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  a  notice  of  the 
authority  actuaUy  granted  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  issu¬ 
ance  (rf  the  certificate  of  registration  in 
this  proceeding  wlU  be  withheld  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such 
publication,  durUig  which  period  any 
proper  party  in  Interest  may  file  an  ap¬ 
propriate  petitlMi  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  the  proceeding  setting  f<Hth  In  detail 
the  precise  manner  in  which  H  has  been 
prejudiced;  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor: 


It  is  ordered.  That  upon  fuU  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  sections 
215,  217,  and  221(c)  of  the  act  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission 
thereunder,  governing  the  filing  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  insurance  or  other  security  for 
the  protection  of  the  pubUc,  common 
carrier  rate-fiUng  requirements,  and  des¬ 
ignation  of  agent  for  service  of  process, 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  paragraph  herein,  a  certificate  of 
registration  shall  be  Issued  to  appUcant, 
unless  otherwise  ordered,  which  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  shaU  (1)  correspond 
in  scope  to  the  rights  in  certificate  No. 
2637,  as  amended  by  order  dated  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1973,  and  (2)  shaU  embrace  and 
supersede  the  certificate  of  registration 
issued  in  No.  MC-98572  (sub-No.  5)  sup¬ 
ported  by  certificate  No.  4304  dated  No¬ 
vember  21,  1968,  as  evidence  of  a  right 
to  engage  in  operations  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  as  a  common  carrier 
by  motor  vehicle,  transporting  the  com¬ 
modities  from,  to,  or  between  the  points, 
over  the  rout^,  or  within  the  territory, 
and  in  the  manner  described  in  the  ap¬ 
pendix  hereto,  subject  to  such  additional 
and  further  conditions  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions  of 
section  206(a)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  as  amended,  and  subject  to 
prior  pubUcation  in  the  Federal  Register 
of  the  actual  authority  granted  herein. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  unless  com¬ 
pliance  is  made  by  appUcant  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  sections  215,  217,  and  221 
(c)  of  the  act  within  90  days  after  the 
date  of  service  of  this  order,  or  within 
such  additional  time  as  may  be  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Commission,  this  appUcation 
shaU  stand  denied  in  its  entirety  effec¬ 
tive  upon  the  expiration  of  said  com¬ 
pliance  time. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  Tliat  con¬ 
currently  with  issuance  of  the  certificate 
of  registration  authorized  herein,  the  cer¬ 
tificate  of  registration  Issued  August  28, 
1969,  in  No.  MC-98572  (sub-No.  5)  shall 
be  revoked. 

By  the  Commissslon,  Operating  Rights 
Board. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

Note. — This  decision  Is  not  %  major  Federal 
action  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of 
the  human  environment  within  the  meaning 
of  the  National  Environmental  Pcrilcy  Act  of 
1969. 

Appendix 

[No.  MC-98672  (sub-No.  7)  ] 

FILM  TEANSTER  CO.,  INC. 

(DALLAS,  TEX.) 

Description  of  the  tranq>ortatlon  service 
authorized  to  be  conducted  solely  within  the 
State  of  Texas.  In  Intrastate  commerce,  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  pursuant 
to  that  portliKi  of  certificate  of  convenience 
and  necessity  No.  3637,  granted  by  ord« 
dated  January  31,  1973,  Issued  by  the  Rail¬ 
road  Commission  of  Texas: 

Oeneral  commodities  to,  from  and  between 
aU  points  along  the  routes  appearing  below, 
subject  to  the  fc^wlng  restriction:  (1)  No 
service  shall  be  provided  In  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  packages  or  arttclss  weighing  In  the 
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aggregate  more  than  100  Ib  from  one  con¬ 
signor  at  cme  location  to  one  consignee  at  one 
location  on  any  1  day. 

TEXAS 

(1)  UJ3.  Highway  77  between  Dallas  and 
Waxidiachle. 

(2)  VS.  Highway  287  between  Waxahachle 
and  Ennis. 

(3)  U.S.  Highway  76  between  Ennis  and 
Richland;  and  between  Fairfield  and  Gal¬ 
veston. 

(4)  State  Highway  14  between  Richland 
and  Mexla. 

(6)  n.S.  Highway  84  between  Mexla,  and 
Fairfield. 

(6)  UJS.  Highway  176  between  Dallas  and 
Jacksonville. 

(7)  UH.  Highway  69  between  Jacksonville 
and  Alto. 

(8)  State  Highway  21  between  Alto  and 
Nacogdoches. 

(9)  UJ3.  Highway  69  between  Nacogdoches 
and  Lufkin. 

(10)  UH.  Highway  69  between  Lufkin  and 
Koxmtze. 

(11)  State  Highway  327  between  Kountze 
and  SUsbee. 

(12)  UH.  Highway  96  between  Sllsbee  and 
Beaiimont. 

(13)  UH.  Highway  90  between  Houston 
and  Orange. 

(14)  State  Highway  347  between  Beaumont 
and  Port  Arthur. 

(16)  State  Highway  87  between  Orange  and 
Port  Arthur. 

(16)  US.  Highway  69  between  Beaumont 
and  Port  Arthur. 

(17)  State  Highway  73  between  Port  Ar¬ 
thur  and  Winnie. 

(18)  F.M.  Road  124  and  State  Highway  66 
between  Winnie  and  Anabuac. 

(19)  FJ^.  Road  662,  Interstate  Highway  10 
and  FJ^.  663  between  Anahuac  and  Liberty, 
serving  Intermediate  points  along  said  routes 
and  coordinating  the  service  proposed  with 
that  now  being  rendered  by  applicant  under 
existing  certificates  and  Interchanging  with 
other  carriers  at  appropriate  points. 

The  holder  of  this  authority  Is  authorized 
to  operate  over  the  following  alternate  routes 
without  service  to  any  Intermediate  point 
except  as  otherwise  authorized: 

(1)  Interstate  Highway  10  between  Beau¬ 
mont  and  Houston. 

(2)  US.  Highway  76  between  Richland  and 
Fairfield;  and  between  Dallas  and  Ennis. 

(3)  State  Highway  179  between  Teague 
and  Dew. 

(4)  State  Highway  124  between  Beaumont 
and  Winnie. 

(6)  US.  Highway  287  between  Corsicana 
and  Palestine. 

[FR  Doc.73-8050  Filed  6-17-73:8:45  am] 


[No.  MC-120309  (Sub-No.  3)  [ 

MISTLETOE  TRANSIT  CO. 

(LUBBOCK.  TEX.) 

Application  for  Certificate  of  Registration 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Operating  Rights 
Board,  held  at  its  office  in  Wsishington, 
D.C.,  on  the  26th  day  of  April,  1973. 

It  appealing  that  applicants,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  requirements  of 
section  206(a)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  rules  and  regulations  promul¬ 
gated  thereunder,  have  made  timely 
application  for  a  certificate  of  registra¬ 
tion  as  evidence  of  the  right  to  conduct 
operations,  in  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce,  within  limits  which  do  not 


exceed  the  scope  of  the  intrastate  opera¬ 
tions  for  which  applicants  hold  a  State 
certificate  as  a  common  carrier  by  motor 
vehicle,  solely  within  a  single  State,  as 
set  forth  in  the  appendix  hereto; 

It  further  appearing  that  applicants 
have  been  issued  a  State  certificate  of 
public  convenience  and  necessity  au¬ 
thorizing  the  motor  carrier  operations 
in  intrastate  commerce  described  in  the 
appendix  hereto:  that  no  party  in  inter¬ 
est,  who  or  which  opposed  in  the  State 
commission  proceeding  the  request  by 
applicants  to  conduct  operations  in 
Interstate  or  foreign  ccMnmerce  corre¬ 
sponding  in  scope  to  those  operations  for 
which  applicants  have  been  issued  a 
State  certificate,  has  filed  a  petition  for 
reconsideration  with  this  Commission 
of  the  decision  of  the  State  commission 
relative  to  operations  in  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce;  that  the  certificate 
Issued  by  the  State  commission  satisfies 
the  provisions  of  section  206(a)(6)  of 
the  act;  and  that  applicants  have  other¬ 
wise  met  the  requirements  for  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  contained  in  section 
206(a) (6)  of  the  act; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  since 
it  is  possible  that  other  parties  who  have 
relied  upon  the  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  the  application  as  originally 
published  may  have  an  interest  in  and 
would  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of  proper 
notice  of  the  grant  of  authority  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  a  notice  of  the 
authority  actually  granted  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  is- 
•  suance  of  the  certificate  of  registration 
in  this  proceeding  will  be  withheld  for  a 
period  of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such 
publication,  during  which  period  any 
proper  party  in  Interest  may  file  an  ap¬ 
propriate  petition  for  leave  to  Intervene 
in  the  proceeding  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  precise  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
prejudiced;  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor: 

It  is  ordered.  That  upon  full  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  sections 
215,  217,  and  221(c)  of  the  act  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission 
thereunder,  governing  the  filing  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  Insurance  or  other  security  for 
the  protection  of  the  public,  common 
carrier  rate-filing  requirements,  and  des¬ 
ignation  of  agent  for  service  of  process, 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  paragraph  herein,  a  certificate 
of  registration  shall  be  Issued  to  appli¬ 
cants,  unless  otherwise  ordered,  as  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  right  to  engage  in  operations 
in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  trans¬ 
porting  the  commodities  from,  to.  or 
between  the  points,  over  the  routes,  or 
within  the  territory,  and  in  the  manner 
described  in  the  appendix  hereto,  and 
subject  to  such  additional  and  further 
conditions  as  may  be  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  the  provisions  of  section  206(a) 
(6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as 
amended,  and  subject  to  prior  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the 
actual  authority  granted  herein. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  unless  com¬ 
pliance  is  made  by  iqiplicants  with  the 
requirements  of  sections  215,  217,  and 


221(c)  of  the  act  within  90  days  after 
the  date  of  service  of  this  order,  or 
within  such  additional  time  as  may  be 
authorized  by  the  Commission,  this  ap¬ 
plication  shall  stand  denied  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  effective  upon  the  expiration  of 
said  compliance  time. 

By  the  Commission,  Operating  Rights 
Board. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

Nott. — This  decision  Is  not  a  major  Fed¬ 
eral  action  significantly  affecting  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969. 

Appendix 

[No.  M0120309  (Sub-No.  3)] 

R.  G.  DUDLEY  AND  MRS.  JEWELL  PRANCES  WEST- 

FALL,  INDEPENDENT  EXECUTRIX,  DOING  BUSI¬ 
NESS  AS  MISTLETOE  TRANSIT  CO.  (LUBBOCK, 

TEX.) 

Description  of  the  transportation  service 
authorized  to  be  conducted  solely  within  the 
State  of  Texas,  In  intrastate  commerce,  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  pursuant 
to  that  portion  of  certificate  of  convenience 
and  necessity  No.  3037  authorized  by  order 
dated  January  31,  1973,  Issued  by  the  Rail¬ 
road  CkMnmlsslon  of  Texas: 

General  commodities  to,  from  and  be¬ 
tween  aU  points  along  the  routes  appearing 
below,  subject  to  the  following  restriction: 

(1)  No  service  shall  be  provided  In  the 
transportation  of  packages  or  articles  weigh¬ 
ing  In  the  aggregate  more  than  100  pounds 
from  one  consignor  at  one  location  to  one 
consignee  at  one  location  on  any  one  day. 

TEXAS 

(1)  State  Highways  114  and  121  between 
Dallas  and  Fort  Worth. 

(2)  State  Highway  99  between  Fort  Worth 
and  Jacksboro. 

(3)  US.  Highway  380  between  Jacksboro 
and  Rule. 

(4)  US.  Highways  277,  83,  and  82  between 
Wichita  Falls  and  Abilene. 

(5)  State  Highway  222  between  Munday 
and  Knox  City. 

(6)  State  Highway  283  between  Quanah 
and  Rule. 

(7)  U.S.  Highway  83  between  Anson  and 
Aspermont. 

(8)  US.  Highway  180  between  Anson  and 
Roby. 

(9)  State  Highway  70  between  Roby  and 
Rotan,  and  between  Spur  and  Turkey.  ' 

(10)  State  Highway  92  between  Rotan  and 
Its  Intersection  with  US.  Highway  277  near 
Stamford. 

(11)  US.  Highways  380  and  70  between 
Aspermont  and  Spur. 

(12)  US.  Highways  70  and  62  between  Ver¬ 
non  and  Earth. 

(13)  US.  Highways  82  and  62  between 
Dickens  and  Lubbock. 

(14)  State  Highway  86  between  Turkey 
and  Tulla. 

(15)  U.S.  Highway  87  between  Lubbock 
and  Amarillo. 

(16)  US.  Highway  385  between  Sprlnglake 
and  Hereford. 

(17)  US.  Highway  62  between  Floydada 
and  Ralls. 

(18)  F.M.  Road  64  between  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  US.  Highway  62  and  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  US.  Highway  87. 

(19)  State  Highway  6,  US.  Highway  380, 
and  U.S.  Highway  180  between  Aspermont 
and  Albany. 

(20)  US.  Highway  62  and  US.  Highway  83 
between  Cfiilldress  and  Paducah. 
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(21)  U.S.  Highway  80,  State  Highway  183 
and  Interstate  20  between  Dallas  and  Ft. 
Worth; 

(22)  Interstate  35W  and  U.S.  81  between 
Fort  Worth  and  Itasca; 

(23)  F.M.  Road  66  and  934  between  Itasca 
and  Osceola; 

(24)  State  Highway  171  between  Osceola 
and  Cleburne; 

(25)  State  Highway  174  between  Burleson 
ard  Cleburne; 

(26)  US.  Highway  67  between  CHebume 
and  Its  Intersection  with  State  Highway  220; 
thence  over  State  Highway  220  to  Hlco; 

(27)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  Hlco  and 
Hamilton; 

(28)  State  Highway  36  between  Hamilton 
and  Gatesvllle; 

(29)  U.S.  Highway  84  between  Gatesvllle 
and  McGregor; 

(30)  State  Highway  317  between  McGregor 
and  Valley  Mills; 

(31)  State  Highway  6  between  Valley  Mills 
and  Meridian; 

(32)  State  Highway  144  between  Meridian 
and  Glen  Rose  serving  all  Intermediate  points 
along  said  routes,  except  as  hereinafter  re¬ 
stricted,  and  coordinating  this  service  with 
service  presently  being  rendered  under  exist¬ 
ing  authority  and  Interlining  with  other  car¬ 
riers  at  appropriate  points. 

Restrictions:  (1)  The  holder  of  this  au¬ 
thority  is  prohibited  from  (a)  transporting 
any  shipments  originating  at  and  destined  to 
Amarillo,  Childress,  Vernon,  Wichita  Palls, 
Quanah.  Port  Worth,  Dallas.  Albany,  and 
Abilene;  (b)  performing  any  service  to  any 
Intermediate  point  between  Port  Worth  and 
Dallas;  (c)  serving  any  Intermediate  point 
between  Port  Worth  and  Throckmorton  on 
State  Highway  24  and  129  except  Lake  Worth, 
Azle,  and  Sprlngtown. 

The  holder  of  this  authority  Is  authorized 
to  vise  the  following  highways  as  alternate 
routes  only  without  service  to  any  Intermedi¬ 
ate  point  thereon  unless  otherwise  author¬ 
ized; 

(1)  U.S.  Highway  82  and  P.M.  Road  143  be¬ 
tween  Knox  City  and  Dickens; 

(2)  State  Highway  207  between  Sllverton 
and  Floydata; 

(3)  State  Highway  283  between  Rule  and 
Its  intersection  with  UH.  Highway  380; 

(4)  State  Highway  194  between  Dlmmltt 
and  Plalnvlew; 

(5)  State  Highway  199  between  Jacksboro. 
and  Seymour; 

(6)  State  Highway  174  between  Meridian 
and  Cleburne; 

(7)  State  Highway  22  between  Hamilton 
and  Meridian; 

(8)  Interstate  Highway  20  between  Dallas 
and  Port  Worth,  U.S.  Highway  80  between 
Port  Worth  and  Weatherford,  U.S.  Highway 
180  between  Weatherford  and  Its  intersection 
with  U.S.  Highway  380,  thence  west  on  U.S. 
Highway  380  to  Stamford; 

(9)  UH.  Highway  67  between  Cleburne  and 
Alvarado. 

Note. — Applloant  Is  hereby  cautioned  that 
the  order,  of  which  this  appendix  Is  a  part, 
authorizes  Issuance  of  a  certificate  of  registra¬ 
tion  as  evidence  of  a  right  to  engage  In  opera¬ 
tions,  In  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  as 
described  above,  only  Insofar  as  such  opera¬ 
tions  do  not  duplicate  those  authorized  In  the 
certificate  of  registration  In  No.  MC-120309 
(sub-No.  1). 

{PR  Doc.73-9947  Filed  5-17-73:8:45  am] 


{No.  MC-67486  (sub-No.  13)  ] 

TEXAS  TEX-PACK  EXPRESS.  INC.; 
(SAN  ANTONIO.  TEX.) 
Application  for  Certificate  of  Registration 

At  a  session  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Operating  Rights 


Board,  held  at  its  office  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  on  the  27th  day  of  April,  1973. 

It  appearing  that  applicant,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  section 
2()6(a)(6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended*  and  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  there¬ 
under,  has  made  timely  application  for 
a  certificate  of  registration  as  evidence 
of  the  right  to  conduct  operations,  in 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  within 
limits  which  do  not  exceed  the  scope  of 
the  intrastate  operations  for  which  ap¬ 
plicant  holds  a  State  certificate  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  solely 
within  the  State  of  Texas  as  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto; 

It  further  appearing  that  applicant 
has  been  issued  a  State  certificate  of 
public  convenience  and  necessity  author¬ 
izing  the  motor  carrier  operations  in  in¬ 
trastate  commerce  described  in  the  ap¬ 
pendix  hereto;  that  no  party  in  inter¬ 
est,  who  or  which  opposed  in  the  State 
Commission  proceechng  the  request  by 
applicant  to  conduct  operations  in  inter¬ 
state  or  foreign  commerce  correspond¬ 
ing  in  scope  to  those  operations  for  which 
applicant  has  been  Issued  a  State  certifi¬ 
cate,  has  filed  a  petition  for  reconsidera¬ 
tion  writh  this  Commission  of  the  decision 
of  the  State  Commission  relative  to  op¬ 
erations  in  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce;  that  the  certificate  issued  by  the 
State  Commission  satisfies  the  provisions 
of  section  206(a)  (6)  of  the  act;  and  that 
applicant  has  otherwise  met  the  require¬ 
ments  for  a  certificate  of  registration 
contained  in  section  206(a)(6)  of  the 
act; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  since 
it  is  possible  that  other  parties  who  have 
relied  upon  the  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  the  application  as  originally 
published  may  have  an  interest  in  and 
w'ould  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of  proper 
notice  of  the  grant  of  authority  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  a  notice  of  the 
authority  actually  granted  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  issu¬ 
ance  of  the  certificate  of  registration  in 
this  proceeding  wdll  be  withheld  for  a 
period  of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such 
publication,  during  which  period  any 
proper  party  in  interest  may  file  an  ap¬ 
propriate  petition  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  the  proceeding  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  precise  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
prejudiced;  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor: 

It  is  ordered.  That  up>on  full  compli¬ 
ance  wnth  the  requirements  of  sections 
215,  217,  and  221(c)  of  the  act  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  Commission 
thereunder,  governing  the  filing  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  insurance  or  other  security  for 
the  protection  of  the  public,  common  car¬ 
rier  rate-filing  requirements,  and  desig¬ 
nation  of  agent  for  service  of  process, 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  paragraph  herein,  a  certificate 
of  registration  shall  be  Issued  to  appli¬ 
cant,  unless  otherwise  ordered,  as  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  right  to  engage  in  operations 
in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce,  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  trans¬ 
porting  the  commodities  from,  to,  or  be¬ 
tween  the  points,  over  the  routes,  or 
within  the  territory,  and  in  the  manner 


described  in  the  appendix  hereto,  and 
subject  to  such  additional  and  further 
conditions  as  may  be  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  the  provisions  of  section  206(a) 
(6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as 
amended,  and  subject  to  prior  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the  ac¬ 
tual  authority  granted  herein. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  unless  com¬ 
pliance  is  made  by  applicant  writh  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  sections  215,  217,  and  221 
(c)  of  the  act  w'ithin  90  days  after  the 
date  of  service  of  this  order,  or  within 
such  additional  time  as  may  be  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Commission,  this  application 
shall  stand  denied  in  its  entirety  effec¬ 
tive  upon  the  expiration  of  said  compli¬ 
ance  time. 

By  the  Commission,  Operating  Rights 
Board. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

Note. — This  decision  Is  not  a  major  Fed¬ 
eral  action  significantly  affecting  the  quality 
of  the  human  environment  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969. 

Appendix 

{No.  MC-67485  (sub-No.  13)] 

TEXAS  TEX-PACK  EXPRESS,  INC. 

(SAN  ANTONIO,  TEX.) 

Description  of  the  transportation  service 
authorized  to  be  <x>nducted  solely  within  the 
State  of  Texas,  In  Intrastate  (M>mmerce,  as  a 
common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  pursuant 
to  that  portion  of  Certificate  of  Convenience 
and  Necessity  No.  2674  authorized  by  order 
dated  January  31,  1973,  Issued  by  the  Rail¬ 
road  Commission  of  Texas: 

General  commodities  to,  from  and  between 
all  points  along  the  routes  shown  below  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  following  restriction:  (1)  No 
service  shall  be  provided  In  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  packages  or  articles  weighing  In  the 
aggregate  more  than  100  lbs  from  one  con¬ 
signor  at  one  Icxsition  to  one  consignee  at 
one  location  on  any  one  day: 

TEXAS 

(1)  U.S.  Highway  77,  U.S.  Highway  81,  and 
I.S.  35  between  Dallas  and  San  Antonio. 

(2)  U.S.  Highway  67  between  Dallas  and 
Alvarado. 

(3)  U.S.  Highway  81  between  Alvarado  and 
Hillsboro. 

(4)  State  Highway  171  between  Hillsboro 
and  Coolldge. 

(5)  U.S.  Highway  84  and  P.M.  73  between 
McGregor  and  Coolldge. 

(6)  State  Highway  317  and  F.M.  107  be¬ 
tween  McGregor  and  M(xxly. 

(7)  State  Highway  96  between  Temple 
and  Taylor. 

(8)  U.S.  Highway  79  between  Taylor  and 
Round  Rock. 

(9)  U.S.  Highway  183  between  Austin  and 
Gonzales. 

(10)  U.S.  Highway  90  and  I.S.  10  between 
Houston  and  San  Antonio. 

(11)  P.M.  Road  78  and  State  Highway  48 
between  San  Antonio  and  Seguin. 

(12)  State  Highway  123  between  Seguln 
and  Stockdale. 

(13)  U.S.  Highway  87  between  Sim  An¬ 
tonio  and  Nixon. 

(14)  State  Highway  80  and  State  Highway 
97  and  Alternate  Route  U.S.  Highway  90 
between  Nixon  and  Gonzales. 

(15)  U.8.  Highway  181  between  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Corpus  Chrlstl. 

(18)  State  Highway  35  between  Gregory 
and  Pulton. 
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(17)  F.M.  Road  Ml  between  Slnton  and 
Rockport. 

(18)  F.M.  Rockd  136  between  Woodeboro 
and  Its  Intersection  wltb  F.M.  Road  Ml. 

(19)  State  Highway  44  between  Oorpxu 
Ohristl  and  Alice. 

(20)  I7H.  Highway  77  between  Victoria 
and  Brownsville. 

(21)  State  Highway  141  between  Kings¬ 
ville  and  Its  Intersection  with  UH.  Highway 
281. 

(22)  n.S.  Highway  281  between  Alice  and 
Edinburg. 

(23)  U.S.  Highway  59  between  Victoria  and 
Houston. 

(24)  U.S.  Highway  83  between  Harlingen 
and  Mission. 

(25)  State  Highway  107  between  Combes 
and  Edinburg. 

(26)  n.S.  Highway  281  between  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Johnson  City. 

(27)  XT.S.  Highway  290  between  Johnson 
City  and  Fredericksburg. 

(28)  State  Highway  16  between  Fredericks¬ 
burg  and  Kerrvllle. 

(29)  State  Highway  27  between  Kerrvllle 
and  Comfort. 

(30)  U.S.  Highway  87  and  I.S.  10  between 
Fredericksburg  and  Scui  Antonio. 

(31)  UH.  Highway  183  between  Austin  and 
Ooldthwalte. 

(32)  n.S.  Highway  190  between  Belton  and 
Brady. 

(33)  State  Highway  195  between  its  Junc¬ 
tion  with  U.S.  Highway  183  via  Florence  to  its 
Intersection  with  n.S.  Highway  81. 

(34)  State  Highway  29  between  its  inter¬ 
section  with  U.S.  Highway  183  and  Mason 
via  Burnet  and  Llano. 

(35)  UH.  Highway  281  between  Lampasas, 
and  its  Intersection  with  State  Highway  71 
near  Marble  Falls. 

(36)  State  Highway  71  between  its  Inter¬ 
section  with  n.S.  Highway  281  end  Llano. 

(37)  State  Highway  16  between  Llano  and 
Ck)ldthwalte  via  San  Saba. 

(38)  U.S.  Highway  377  between  Mason 
and  Junction. 

(39)  C.S.  Highway  83  between  Junction 
and  Eden. 

(40)  U.S.  Highway  87  between  Eden  and 
Brady. 

(41)  U  S.  Highway  377  and  U.S.  Highway 
87  between  Mason  and  Brady. 

(42)  State  Highway  71  between  Austin 
and  Bastrop. 

(43)  State  Highway  95  between  Bastrop 
and  Elgin. 

(44)  U.S.  Highway  290  between  Elgin  and 
Austin. 

(45)  F.M.  Road  440  between  Killeen  and 
Florence. 

(46)  F.M.  Road  1431  between  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  U.S.  Highway  281  and  Its  Inter¬ 
section  with  State  Highway  29,  via  Kings- 
land. 

(47)  U.S.  Highway  90  between  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Del  Rio. 

(48)  U.S.  Highway  277  between  Del  Rio 
and  Carrizo  Springs. 

(49)  U.S.  Highway  83  between  Uvalde  and 
Carrizo  Springs. 

(50)  U.S.  Highway  57  between  Eagle  Pass 
and  Moore. 

(51)  State  Highway  85  between  Carrizo 
Springs  and  Dilley. 

(52)  F.M.  Road  65  between  Crystal  City 
and  Brundage. 

(63)  U.S.  Highway  81  between  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Laredo. 

(54)  State  Highway  359  between  Laredo 
and  Mathis. 

(55)  State  Highway  44  between  Freer 
and  Alice. 

(66)  State  Highway  339  between  Freer  and 
Benavides. 

(57)  U.S.  Highway  83  between  Laredo  and 
Rio  Grande  City. 
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(58)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  Scm  An¬ 
tonio  and  George  West. 

(69)  UB.  Highway  69  and  State  Highway 
9  between  George  West  and  Mathia 

(60)  State  Highway  6  between  Waco  and 
Hearne  via  Marlin  and  Calvert. 

(61)  State  Highway  164  between  Waco 
and  Groesbeck  via  Mart. 

(62)  State  Highway  14  between  Groesbeck 
and  Its  intersection  with  State  Highway  6 
south  of  Bremond. 

(63)  F.M.  Road  107  between  Moody  emd 
Eddy. 

(64)  State  Highway  361  between  Greg(M7 
and  Araiu^  Pass. 

(66)  State  Highway  97  between  Jourdan- 
ton  and  Pleasanton. 

(66)  State  Highway  16  between  Jourdan- 
ton  and  Poteet. 

(67)  U.S.  Highway  77  between  Waco  and 
Vlcto^  serving  all  Intermediate  points  along 
said  routes,  coordinating  the  service  au¬ 
thorized  herein  with  that  being  rendered 
under  existing  certificates,  and  interlining 
with  other  carriers  at  appropriate  interline 
points. 

Restrictions:  (1)  No  service  shall  be 
rendered  on  any  shipments  originating  In 
Houston  and  destined  to  Victoria  or  any 
intermediate  point  located  on  U.S.  Highway 
59  between  Victoria  and  Houston;  ncH*  on 
shipments  originating  at  Victoria  destined 
to  Houston  or  any  Intermediate  point 
located  on  UB.  Highway  59  between  Victoria 
and  Houston,  nor  on  shipments  originating 
at  any  Intermediate  point  located  on  U.S. 
Highway  69  between  Victoria  and  Houston 
and  destined  to  Houston,  Victoria,  or  any 
other  Intermediate  point  along  said  route. 
No  service  shall  be  rendered  on  shipments 
moving  to,  from,  or  between  the  following 
named  towns:  Brownsville.  Olmlto,  San 
Benito,  Sebastlon,  Lyford,  RaymondvUle, 
Combes,  Santa  Rosa.  La  Villa,  Edcouch,  San 
Carlos,  Mission,  McAllen,  Pharr,  Alamo, 
Donna,  Weslaco,  Mercedes,  LaFerla,  and  San 
Juan. 

(2)  No  service  shall  be  rendered  on  ship¬ 
ments  moving  between  Harlingen  and  Edin¬ 
burg,  and  further  prohibited  from  handling 
any  shipments  between  Houston  and  Vic¬ 
toria  over  the  routes  shown  in  (60),  (61). 
(62),  (63)  or  (67)  shown  above. 

(3)  The  holder  of  this  authority  Is  pro¬ 
hibited  from  serving  LaGrange,  Hallettsvllle, 
or  any  Intermediate  point  on  U.S.  Highway 
77  between  Schulenburg  and  Victoria. 

(4)  The  holder  of  this  authority  Is  pro¬ 
hibited  from  serving  Hearne,  in  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  general  commodities  as  described 
herein  except  for  the  purpose  of  interline 
with  other  carriers. 

In  addition  to  other  alternate  routes  au¬ 
thorized,  the  holder  hereby  Is  authorized  to 
operate  over  the  following  alternate  routes, 
without  service  to  any  intermediate  point 
except  as  otherwise  authorized: 

TEXAS 

(1)  U.S.  Highway  290,  I.S.  10  and  State 
Highway  27  between  Kerrvllle  and  Junction. 

(2)  U.S.  Highway  87  between  Fredericks¬ 
burg  and  Mason. 

(3)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  Johnson 
City  and  Its  Intersection  with  State  Highway 
71  south  of  Marble  Falls. 

(4)  State  Highway  16  between  Fredericks¬ 
burg  and  Llano. 

(5)  U.S.  Highway  90a  between  Seguin  and 
Belmont. 

(6)  State  Highway  71  between  Austin  and 
Its  intersection  with  U.S.  Highway  281  south 
of  Marble  Falls  and  between  Llano  and 
Brady. 

(7)  State  Highway  46  between  New  Braun¬ 
fels  and  Seguin. 

(8)  U.S.  Highway  79  between  Hearne  and 
Taylor. 
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(9)  State  Highway  95  between  Elgin  and 
Taylor. 

(10)  State  Highway  21  between  Bastrop 
and  Lincoln. 

(11)  State  Highway  16  between  San  An¬ 
tonio  and  Its  Intersection  with  U.S.  Highway 
83,  near  Zapata. 

(12)  I.S.  37  between  Corpus  Christl  and 
San  Antonio. 

(13)  U.S.  Highway  83  between  Mission  and 
Rio  Grande  City. 

(14)  I.S.  10,  between  Comfort  and  its  In¬ 
tersection  with  State  Highway  16,  near 
Legion. 

(15)  State  Highway  285  between  Falfur- 
rlas  and  Riviera. 

(16)  State  Highway  9  between  Its  Inter¬ 
section  with  UB.  Highway  281  north  of  Three 
Rivers  to  Corpus  Christ!. 

(17)  State  Highway  123  between  Stockdale 
and  Karnes  City. 

(18)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  San 
Antonio  and  Alice. 

(19)  State  Highway  186  between  San 
Manuel  and  RaymondvUle. 

(20)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  Edinburg 
and  Pharr. 

(21)  State  Highway  202  between  Beeville 
and  Refugio. 

(22)  State  Highway  97  between  Waelder 
and  Gonzales. 

(23)  State  Highway  142  between  San 
Marcos  and  its  intersection  with  U.S.  High¬ 
way  183  north  of  Lockhart. 

(24)  PM.  Road  218  between  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  U.S.  Highway  81  and  State  Highway 
78,  near  Schertz. 

(26)  State  Highway  131  between  Brackett- 
vUle,  and  Its  Intersection  with  U.S.  Highway 
277,  North  of  Eagle  Pass. 

(26)  State  Highway  117  between  Uvalde 
and  BatesvUle. 

(27)  F.M.  Roads  1025  and  1867  between 
BatesvUle  and  Big  Wells. 

(28)  UB.  Highway  83  between  Carrizo 
Springs  and  its  Intersection  with  U.S.  High¬ 
way  81,  north  of  Laredo. 

(29)  U.S.  Highway  59  between  Laredo  and 
Freer. 

(30)  State  Highways  346  and  173  between 
San  Antonio  and  Freer. 

(31)  U.S.  Highway  281  between  George 
West  and  Alice. 

(32)  State  Highway  97  between  Pleasanton 
and  Jourdanton. 

(33)  F.M.  Road  467  between  Pleasanton 
and  Poteet. 

Note. — Applicant  is  hereby  cautioned  that 
the  order,  of  which  this  appendix  is  a  part, 
authorizes  issuance  of  a  certificate  of  regis¬ 
tration  as  evidence  of  a  right  to  engage  in 
operations.  In  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
as  described  above,  only  insofar  as  such  oper¬ 
ations  do  not  duplicate  applicant’s  existing 
authority. 

(FR  Doc.73-9951  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  am) 


(No.  MC-48632  (sub-No.  15) ) 

WILLIG  FREIGHT  LINES; 

(SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIF.) 

Application  for  Certificate  of  Registration 

At  a  Session  of  the  INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE  COMMISSION,  Operating 
Rights  Board,  held  at  its  office  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  on  the  26th  day  of  April, 
1973. 

It  appearing  that  applicant,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  section 
206(a)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Commission’s 
rules  and  regulations  promulgated  there¬ 
under,  has  made  timely  application  for  a 
certificate  of  registration  as  evidence  of 
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the  right  to  conduct  operations,  in  inter¬ 
state  ro  foreign  commerce,  within  limits 
which  do  not  exceed  the  scope  of  the 
intrastate  operations  for  which  applicant 
holds  a  State  certificate  as  a  common 
carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  solely  within  a 
single  State,  and  that  the  said  State  cer¬ 
tificate,  granted  by  decision  No.  81094 
dated  February  23,  1973,  Issued  by  the 
California  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
supersedes  the  prior  certificate  on  which 
the  certificate  of  registration  issued  to 
applicant  under  section  906(a)  (7)  of  the 
act,  as  amended,  in  No.  MC-48632  (sub- 
No.  14),  on  March  18,  1964,  is  based,  and 
revokes  the  said  certificate  concurrently 
with  the  taking  effect  of  the  certificate 
granted  by  decision  No.  81094; 

It  further  appearing  that  applicant  has 
been  issued  a  State  certificate  of  public 
convenience  and  necessity  authorizing 
the  motor  carrier  operations  in  Intrastate 
commerce  describ^  in  the  app>endix 
hereto;  that  interested  parties  withdrew 
their  opposition  during  the  State  com¬ 
mission  hearing;  that  the  certificate  is¬ 
sued  by  the  State  commission  satisfies 
the  provisions  of  section  206(a)  (6)  of  the 
act;  and  that  applicant  has  otherwise 
met  the  requirements  for  a  certificate  of 
registration  contained  in  section  206 
(a)  (6)  of  the  act; 

And  it  further  appearing  that  since  it 
is  possible  that  other  parties  who  have 
relied  upon  the  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  the  application  as  originally 
published  may  have  an  interest  in  and 
would  be  prejudiced  by  the  lack  of  proper 
notice  of -the  grant  of  authority  set  forth 
in  the  appendix  hereto,  a  notice  of  the 
authority  actually  granted  will  be  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  and  is¬ 
suance  of  the  certificate  of  registration 
in  this  proceeding  will  be  withheld  for 
a  period  of  30  days  from  the  date  of  such 
publication,  during  which  period  any 
proper  party  in  interest  may  file  an  ap¬ 
propriate  petition  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  the  proceeding  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  precise  manner  in  which  it  has  been 
prejudiced;  and  good  cause  appearing 
therefor; 

It  is  ordered.  That  upon  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  sections  215, 
217,  and  221(c)  of  the  act  and  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  Commission 
thereunder,  governing  the  filing  and  ap¬ 
proval  of  insurance  or  other  security  for 
the  protection  of  the  public,  common  car¬ 
rier  rate-filing  requirements,  and  desig¬ 
nation  of  agent  for  service  of  process, 
within  the  time  specified  in  the  next 
succeeding  paragraph  herein,  a  certifi¬ 
cate  of  registration  shall  be  issued  in 
this  proceeding  to  applicant,  unless  oth¬ 
erwise  ordered,  which  certificate  of 
regLstration  shall  embrace  all  of  the 
motor  carrier  operations  now  set  forth 
in  the  certificate  of  registration  in  No. 
MC-48632  (sub-No.  14)  and  shall 
supersede  the  latter  certificate  of  reg¬ 
istration,  as  evidence  of  a  right  to 
engage  in  operations  in  Interstate  or 
foreign  commerce,  as  a  common  car¬ 
rier  by  motor  vehicle,  transporting  the 
commodities  from,  to,  or  between  the 
points,  over  the  routes,  or  within  the  ter¬ 
ritory,  and  in  the  manner  described  in 


the  appendix  hereto,  subject  to  such  ad¬ 
ditional  and  further  coiflUtlons  as  may  be 
necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  provisions 
of  section  206(a)(6)  of  the  act.  as 
amended,  and  subject  to  prior  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  Federal  Register  of  the 
actual  authority  granted  herein. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  unless  com¬ 
pliance  is  made  by  applicant  with  the 
requirements  of  sections  215,  217,  and 
221(c)  of  the  act  within  90  days  after 
the  date  of  service  of  this  order,  or 
within  such  additional  time  as  may  be 
authorized  by  the  Commission,  this  ap¬ 
plication  shall  stand  denied  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  effective  upon  the  expiration  of 
said  compliance  time. 

And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  con¬ 
currently  with  issuance  of  the  certificate^ 
of  registration  authorized  herein,  the  cer-" 
tificate  of  registration  issued  March  18, 
1964,  in  No.  MC-48632  (sub-No.  14)  shall 
be  revoked. 

By  the  Commission,  Operating  Rights 
Board. 

isEALl  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

Note. — This  decision  Is  not  a  major  Fed¬ 
eral  action  significantly  affecting  the  quality 
at  the  human  environment  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Aot  of  1969. 

Appendix 

[No.  MC-48632  (sub-No.  15)1 

WILLIG  FREIGHT  LINES 
(SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIF.) 

Description  of  the  transportation  service 
authorized  to  be  conducted  solely  within  the 
State  of  California,  In  intrastate  commerce, 
as  a  common  carrier  by  motor  vehicle,  pur¬ 
suant  to  certificate  of  public  convenience 
and  necessity  granted  by  decision  No.  81094, 
dated  February  23.  1973,  issued  by  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia:  •  •  •  general  commodities  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

I.  Prom,  to  and  between  all  points  end 
places  located  on  or  laterally  within  25  miles 
of  State  Highway  1  between  Fort  Bragg  and 
San  Francisco,  Including  both  Port  Bragg  and 
San  Francisco,  but  excluding  points  located 
on  U.S.  Highway  101  north  of  Cloverdale. 

H.  Prom,  to  and  between  all  points  and 
places  located: 

(A)  On  or  laterally  within  25  miles  of  the 
following  named  highways: 

(1)  State  Highway  1  between  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  and  Carmel,  Inclusive; 

(2)  UB.  Highway  101  between  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  and  Los  Angeles  Basin  Territory,  here¬ 
inafter  described  In  note  A  hereof.  Inclusive; 

(3)  State  Highway  99  between  Yuba  City 
and  Los  Angeles  Basin  Territory  Inclusive, 
except  for  that  portion  of  State  Highway 
99  between  Wheeler  Ridge  and  Castalc,  there 
shall  be  no  lateral; 

(4)  Interstate  Highway  15  between  San 
Bernardino  and  San  Diego,  inclusive. 

(B)  On  or  lateraUy  within  20  miles  of  the 
following  named  highways; 

(1)  State  Highway  65  between  Roseville 
and  Marysville,  inclusive. 

(C)  On  or  laterally  within  10  miles  of  the 
following  named  highways: 

(1)  Interstate  Highway  5  between  Sacra¬ 
mento  and  Los  Angeles  Basin  Territory  in¬ 
clusive,  except  for  that  portion  of  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  5  between  Wheeler  Ridge  and 
Castalc,  there  shall  be  no  lateral; 

(2)  Interstate  Highway  80  between  San 
Francisco  and  Sacramento,  Inclusive; 


(3)  State  Highway  4  between  the  Inter¬ 
section  with  Interstate  Highway  80  and 
Stockton,  Inclusive; 

(4)  State  Highway  1  between  Fort  Bragg 
and  Rockport,  Inclusive,  Including  both 
Rockport  and  Leggett  Valley; 

(5)  State  Highway  126  between  the  Inter¬ 
section  with  U.S.  Highway  101  at  Ventura 
and  Interstate  Highway  5  near  Castalc; 

(6)  State  Highway  150  between  Santa 
Barbara  and  the  Intersection  with  State 
Highway  126  near  Santa  Paula; 

(7)  State  Highway  24  between  Oakland 
and  the  Intersection  of  State  Highway  24 
with  State  Highway  4; 

(8)  State  Highway  84  and  160  between 
their  Intersection  vrtth  State  Highway  4, 
approximately  4  miles  east  of  Antioch,  and 
Sacramento,  Inclusive. 

(D)  On  (M-  laterally  within  5  miles  of  the 
following  named  highways; 

(1)  State  Highway  128  between  Oeyserville 
and  Rutherford,  Inclusive; 

(2)  State  Highway  29  between  Rutherford 
and  Napa,  Inclusive; 

(3)  Interstate  Highways  80.  580  and  205 
and  State  Highway  120  between  San  Francisco 
and  State  Highway  99. 

(4)  Interstate  Highway  80,  State  Highways 
17  and  238,  Interstate  Highways  580  and  205 
and  State  Highway  120  between  San  Francisco 
and  State  Highway  99; 

(5)  State  Highway  150  from  Its  intersec¬ 
tion  with  US.  Highway  101  at  Buellton  to 
Lompoc,  Inclusive. 

(E)  On  or  laterally  within  3  miles  of  the 
following  named  highways: 

(1)  State  Highway  12  between  Santa  Rosa 
and  Shellville; 

(2)  State  Highway  37  between  Shellville 
and  the  Intersection  of  State  Highway  37  with 
US.  Highway  101  near  Ignacio; 

(3)  US.  Highway  101  between  Los  Angeles 
Basin  Territory,  and  San  Ysldro,  Inclusive. 

(F)  On  the  following  highways: 

( 1 )  State  Highway  33  from  Its  Intersection 
with  Interstate  Highway  205  near  Tracy  to 
Its  Intersection  with  State  Highway  152  near 
Los  Banos; 

(2)  State  Highway  152  from  Los  Banos  to 
Its  Intersection  with  State  Highway  99  near 
Callfa; 

(3)  State  Highway  33  from  Its  intersection 
with  State  Highway  152  near  Dos  Palos  to 
and  Including  Coallnga; 

(4)  State  Highway  198  from  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  State  Highway  33  to  Its  Intersec¬ 
tion  with  State  Highway  99. 

(G)  The  off  route  point  of  the  Geysers 
located  approximately  20  miles  east  of  Clover- 
dale  via  the  Cloverdale-Oeysers  Road  and  the 
Healdsburg-Geysers  Road. 

(H)  Within  the  San  Francisco  territory  as 
described  In  note  B,  hereof. 

(I)  Within  the  Los  Angeles  basin  territory. 

Any  and  all  available  highways  may  be 

used  and  traversed  In  oi>eratlng  between  the 
points  authorized  to  be  served  by  paragraphs 
I  and  n  hereof. 

The  following  commodities  shall  not  be 
triinsported : 

(a)  Used  household  goods,  personal  effects 
and  office,  store  and  institution  furniture, 
fixtures  and  equipment  not  packed  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  crated  property  require¬ 
ments  set  forth  in  item  5  of  Minimum  Rate 
Tariff  4-B. 

(b)  Liquids,  compressed  gases,  commodi¬ 
ties  In  semlplastlc  form,  and  commodities  In 
suspension  In  liquids  In  bulk.  In  tank  trucks, 
tank  trailers,  tank  semitrailers,  or  a  combi¬ 
nation  of  such  highway  vehicles. 

(c)  Commodities  when  transported  In 
motor  vehicles  equipped  f(Mr  mechanical 
mixing  In  transit. 

(d)  Articles  of  extraordinary  value. 

(e)  Automobiles,  trucks,  and  btises,  viz.: 
new  and  used,  finished  or  unfinished  passen- 
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ger  automobiles  (Including  Jeeps),  ambu¬ 
lances,  hearses,  and  taxis;  freight  automo¬ 
biles,  automobile  chassis,  trucks,  truck 
chassis,  truck  trailers,  trucks  and  trailers 
combined,  buses  and  bus  chassis. 

(f)  Beer  originating  at  San  Francisco  and 
empty  beer  containers  destined  to  San 
Francisco. 

Note  A. — Los  Angeles  Basin  Territory. 

Note  B. — San  Francisco  Territory. 

Note  A 

Los  Angeles  Basin  I^ritort 

Los  Angeles  Basin  Territory  includes  that 
area  embraced  by  the  following  boundary: 
Beginning  at  the  point  the  Ventura  Coimty- 
Los  Angeles  County  boimdary  line  Intersects 
the  Pacific  Ocean;  thence  northeasterly  along 
said  county  line  to  the  point  It  intersects 
State  Highway  118,  approximately  2  miles 
west  of  Chatsworth;  easterly  along  State 
Highway  118  to  Sepulveda  Boulevard;  north¬ 
erly  along  Sepulveda  Boulevard  to  Chats¬ 
worth  Drive;  northeasterly  along  Chatsworth 
Drive  to  the  corporate  boundary  of  the  city 
of  San  Fernando;  westerly  and  northerly 
along  said  corporate  boundary  of  the  city 
of  San  Fernando  to  Maclay  Avenue;  north¬ 
easterly  along  Maclay  and  its  prolongation 
to  the  Los  Angeles  National  Forest  boundary; 
southeasterly  and  easterly  along  the  Angeles 
National  Forest  and  San  Bernardino  National 
Forest  boundary  to  Mill  Creek  Road  (State 
Highway  38) ;  westerly  along  Mill  Creek  Road 
to  Bryant  Street;  southerly  along  Bryant 
Street  and  including  the  unincorporated 
community  of  Yucaipa;  westerly  along  Yu¬ 
caipa  Boulevard  to  Interstate  Highway  10; 
northwesterly  along  Interstate  Highway  10 
to  Redlands  Boulevard;  northwesterly  along 
Redlands  Boulevard  to  Barton  Road;  westerly 
along  Barton  Road  to  La  Cadena  Drive; 
southerly  along  La  Cadena  Drive  to  Iowa 
Avenue;  southerly  along  Iowa  Avenue  to 
State  Highway  60;  southeasterly  along  State 
Highway  60  and  n.S.  Highway  396  to  Neuvo 
Road;  easterly  along  Neuvo  Road  via  Neuvo 
and  Lakevlew  to  State  Highway  79;  south¬ 
erly  along  State  Highway  79  to  State  High¬ 
way  74;  thence  westerly  to  the  corporate 
boundary  of  the  city  of  Hemet;  southerly, 
westerly,  and  northerly  along  said  corporate 
boundary  to  the  Atchison,  Topeka  tc  Santa 
Fe  right-of-way;  southerly  along  said  right- 
of-way  to  Washington  Road;  southerly  along 
Washington  Road  through  and  Including  the 
unincorporated  community  of  Winchester  to 
Benton  Road;  westerly  along  Benton  Road 


to  Winchester  Road  (State  Highway  79),  to 
Jefferson  Avenue;  southerly  along  Jefferson 
Avenue  to  n.S.  Highway  395;  southerly  along 
UB.  Highway  396  to  the  Riverside  County- 
San  Diego  County  boundary  line;  westerly 
along  said  boundary  line  to  the  Orange 
County-San  Diego  County  boundary  line; 
southerly  along  said  boundary  line  to  the 
Pacific  Ooeen;  northwesterly  along  the 
shoreline  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  point  of 
beginning.  Including  the  point  of  March  Air 
Force  Base. 

San  Francisco  Territory 

San  Francisco  Territory  Includes  all  the 
city  of  San  Jose  and  that  area  embraced  by 
the  following  boundary:  Beginning  at  the 
point  the  San  Franclsco-San  Mateo  coimty 
line  meets  the  Pacific  Ocean;  thence  east¬ 
erly  along  said  county  line  to  a  point  1  mile 
west  of  State  Highway  82;  southerly  along 
an  Imaginary  line  1  mile  west  of  and  paral¬ 
leling  State  Highway  82  to  Its  Intersection 
with  Southern  Pacific  Co.  right-of-way,  at 
Arastradero  Road;  southeasterly  along  the 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  right-of-way,  to  Pollard 
Road,  Including  Industries  served  by  the 
Southern  Pacific  Co.  ^ur  line  extending  ap¬ 
proximately  2  miles  southwest  from  Simla 
to  Permanente;  easterly  along  Pollard  Road 
to  West  Parr  Avenue;  easterly  along  West 
Parr  Avenue  to  Capri  Drive;  southerly  along 
Capri  Drive  to  Division  Street;  easterly  along 
Division  Street  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Co. 
right-of-way;  southerly  along  the  Southern 
Pacific  right-of-way  to  the  Campbell-Los 
Gatos  city  limits;  easterly  along  said  limits 
and  the  prolongation  thereof  to  South  Bas- 
com  Avenue  (formerly  San  Jose-Los  Gatos 
Road);  northeasterly  along  South  Bascom 
Avenue  to  Foxworthy  Avenue;  easterly  along 
Foxworthy  Avenue  to  Almaden  Road;  south¬ 
erly  along  Almaden  Road  to  Hillsdale  Ave¬ 
nue;  easterly  along  Hillsdale  Avenue  to  State 
Highway  82;  northwesterly  along  State  High¬ 
way  82  to  Tully  Road;  northeasterly  along 
Tully  Road  and  the  prolongation  thereof  to 
White  Road;  northwesterly  along  White  Road 
to  McKee  Road;  southwesterly  along  McKee 
Road  to  Capitol  Avenue;  northwesterly  along 
Capitol  Avenue  to  State  Highway  238  (Oak¬ 
land  Road);  northerly  along  State  Highway 
238  to  Warm  Springs;  northerly  along  State 
Highway  238  (Mission  Boulevard)  via  Mis¬ 
sion  San  Jose  and  Niles  to  Hayward;  north¬ 
erly  along  Foothill  Boulevard  and  MacArthur 
Boulevard  to  Seminary  Avenue;  easterly 
along  Seminary  Avenue  to  Mountain  Boule¬ 
vard;  northerly  along  Mountain  Boulevard  to 


W€UTen  Boulevard  (State  Highway  13); 
northerly  along  Warren  Bouleviurd  to  Broad¬ 
way  Terrace;  westerly  along  Broadway  Ter¬ 
race  to  College  Avenue;  northerly  along  Col¬ 
lege  Avenue  to  Dwight  Way;  easterly  along 
Dwight  Way  to  the  Berkeley- Oakland  bound¬ 
ary  line;  northerly  said  boundary  line  to 
the  campus  boundary  of  the  University  of 
California;  westerly,  northerly,  and  easterly 
along  the  campus  boundary  to  Euclid  Ave¬ 
nue;  northerly  along  Euclid  Avenue  to  Marin 
Avenue;  westerly  along  Marin  Avenue  to 
Arlington  Avenue;  northerly  along  Arlington 
Avenue  to  San  Pahlo  Avenue  (State  Highway 
123);  northerly  along  San  Pablo  Avenue  to 
and  Including  the  city  of  Richmond  to  Point 
Richmond;  southerly  along  an  Imaginary 
line  from  Point  Rlchmcmd  to  the  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  waterfront  at  the  foot  of  Market  Street; 
westerly  along  said  waterfront  and  shore¬ 
line  to  the  Pacific  Ocean;  southerly  along 
the  Shoreline  of  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  point  of 
beginning. 

Note. — Applicant  Is  hereby  cautioned  that 
the  order,  of  which  this  appendix  is  a  part, 
authorl^  Issuance  of  a  certificate  of  regis¬ 
tration  as  evidence  of  a  right  to  engage  In 
operations.  In  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
as  described  In  the  appendix  above,  only 
Insofar  as  such  operations  do  not  duplicate 
those  authorized  In  certificate  No.  MC-48632. 
I  PR  Doc.73-9952  Piled  5-17-73;8:45  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

DEFENSE  INTELLIGENCE  AGENCY 
SCIENTIFIC  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Notice  of  Closed  Meeting 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
10  of  Public  Law  92-463,  effective  Janu¬ 
ary  5,  1973,  notice  is  hereby  given  that  a 
closed  panel  meeting  of  the  DIA  Scientific 
Advisory  Committee  will  be  held  on: 
Wednesday,  May  30, 1973. 

This  meeting  commencing  at  9  a.m. 
will  be  to  discuss  classified  matters. 

Maurice  W.  Roche, 

-  Director,  Correspondence  and 
Directives  Division,  Office  of 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  {Comptroller). 

]FR  Doc.73-9946  FUed  5-17-73:8:45  amj 
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